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GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY 


THURSDAY, JULY 11, 1957 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
Com™MITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. James E. Murray (chairman of the com- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Murray and Dworshak. 

Also present: Benton J. Stong, professional staff member. 

Chairman Murray. The committee will be in order, please. 

This hearing by the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee has 
been called in response to an Appropriations Committee desire that 
we review the desirability and need for the extension of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. 

The George Washington Memorial Parkway was authorized by 
the Capper-Cramton Act of 1930. 

Included in the Interior: and related agencies appropriation bill 
for 1958 were funds for two sections of the parkway. 

One was in Fairfax County, Va., from the proposed Cabin John 
Bridge to Great Falls, $1,500,000. The second is in Prince Georges 
County, Md., from the District line to Fort Washington, $1,900,000. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee deleted both these items and 
stated in their report: 

In view of the development of the areas involved, it is the view of the com- 
mittee that the desirability and need for the extension of the parkway into 
these areas should be reviewed by the appropriate legislative committees. 

The Senate adopted the appropriations bill in this regard as re- 
ported by the committee and the House of Representatives agreed 
to the Senate’s deletion of the act. 

Inasmuch as there is a great deal of real-estate activity in both of 
the areas involved, any delay in proceeding with the parkway, if it 
is still desirable, might result in increased expense. We have there- 
fore called these hearings as expeditiously as possible, and have asked 
officials to give us the background of the matter and their views today. 
A number of public witnesses will be heard tomorrow. 

All witnesses are requested to make their statements just as brief 
as possible. The Senate convenes at 10:30 a. m. I am hopeful, 
however, that we can proceed through the morning hour in the Senate. 
which will possibly continue until noon. However, when the quorum 
call comes we will have to recess. 

I will insert in the record at this point a letter from Robert E. Me- 
Laughlin, president of the District of Columbia Board of Commis- 
sioners. It is written in behalf of the Metropolitan Regional Plan- 
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ning Conference and urges continuance of the construction of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway without delay, and particu- 
larly the Prince Georges County, Md., section, which is before us 


—- 
(Letter referred to follows :) 


THE DItstRict or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1957. 
Hon. JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR MurRRAy: The steering committee of the Washington Metro- 
politan Regional Conference at its meeting on July 9, 1957, by unanimous vote, 
endorsed the George Washington Memorial Parkway project in its entirety and 
urged the continuance of its construction without delay, particularly that section 
of the parkway located in Prince Georges County, Md. 

It is the feeling of the committee that a parkway bordering both banks of the 
Potomac River will contribute both esthetically and materially to the develop- 
ment of the metropolitan area of the Nation’s Capital. 

To identify the organization, I will set forth its composition. It is a group not 
established by law or regulation, but voluntarily organized. The conference 
is composed of the governing bodies of the political subdivisions generally re- 
garded as comprising the metropolitan area. Its steering committee has 17 mem- 
bers, with representatives of the United States Senate Committee on the District 
of Columbia, the United States House of Representatives Committee on the 
District of Columbia, both houses of the General Assemblies of Maryland and 
Virginia, the city councils of Falls Church and Alexandria, Va.; the county 
commissioners of Prince Georges County, Md.; the county council of Mont- 
gomery County, Md.; and the Board of Commissioners of the -District of 
Columbia. é 

It can be seen from the foregoing, that matters affecting the metropolitan area 
are important to the organization. 

In closing, I reiterate the deep interest of the committee in this project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert E. McLAvUGHLIN, 
Chairman, Steering Committee. 


Chairman Murray. There will also go into the record letter from 


the Great Falls Garden Club urging that the parkway be located near 
the boundaries of the Potomac Electric Power Co. property at Great 
Falls so this natural area will be protected. 

(Letter referred to follows :) 


THe GREAT FALLS GARDEN CLUB, 
Vienna, Va. 
Hon. James M. Murray, 
Chairman, Committeeon Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MurRAY: In connection with the hearings on July 11 and 12 
. regarding the proposed extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway in 
Virginia from Cabin John to Great Falls, the Great Falls Garden Club would like 
to present its views for the record. 

This club, composed of Fairfax County residents living in the vicinity of Great 
Falls, feels very strongly about the location of the proposed highway through 
the Pepco tract, from Difficult Run to the Government dam above the falls. 

The rocky gorges of Difficult Run and of the river at and below the Great Falls 
present some of the most spectacular scenery on the eastern seaboard. This 
particular tract is the most outstanding in the entire metropolitan area from the 
standpoint of scenery, history, and botanical and geological interest. The old 
Potowmack Canal, begun in 1785 under the leadership of George Washington, runs 
through the area, and the locks, among the first built in this country, are of such 
interest that the American Society of Civil Engineers hopes to restore one or 
more of them as a memorial to George Washington the engineer. The upthrust 
rocks along the river gorge, eroded bases of a mountain range which existed before 
the elevation of the Appalachians, and the potholes in the ancient riverbed high 
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above its present course are of such geological interest that students and geologists 
from our own and foreign countries are brought to this area for geologic study, 

The Pepeo tract has long been a favorite spot with botanists. It is one of the 
most interesting collecting areas in the whole Washington region, and the only 
location in our area for many species of plants and animals. Because it has 
remained undisturbed for many years under Pepco ownership it has been possible 
to use it for botanical and ecological study, and it is one of the very few remaining 
places in the metropolitan area where such study can be pursued. 

Incidentally, recognizing the unique values of this spot, the Great Falls Garden 
Club is expending considerable time and effort in the construction of a nature trail 
through a portion of the Pepco tract in an effort to create a public awareness of 
the botanical, geological, and historic features of this outstanding area. 

For these reasons, the Great Falls Garden Club feels strongly that any proposed 
extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway to Great Falls should be 
located away from the river near the boundaries of the Pepco property, so that 
the natural values of the area will be protected. It also feels that the Pepco 
tract should be acquired as a park and should be kept in its natural condition for 
the use, education, and enjoyment of the public. j 

Respectfully yours, 
Mrs. C. J. S. DURHAM, 
Conservation Chairman. 

Chairman Murray. The first witness this morning will be Mr. John 
Nolen, appearing for the National Capital Planning Commission, 

Weare glad to have you with us, Mr. Nolen. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Noten. Mr, Chairman, your statement is certainly a fine outline 
of the reason why we are here this morning. We welcome this hearing 
in the closing days of this session of the Congress in the hope that we 
might possibly clear up the questions that had been raised, before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee in particular, so that before the 
Congress adjourned we might be in good standing again for resubmis- 
sion of the estimates that were presented to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee earlier this year in the regular budget. 

Our estimates this year were for the completion of two sections of the 
parkway, as yet incomplete, bringing to completion the entire parkway 
if the appropriation had been made. 

When I speak of appropriations for completion, Iam speaking of 
money required for the acquisition of land, not for the construction 
portion. 

However, this year in our presentation of the estimates to the Con- 
gress, the availability of funds for construction were part and parcel 
of our justification. This came about because of the speedup of ac- 
tivity by the National Park System due to their mission 66 program, 
and also due to provisions in the Federal Aid Highway Act of last 

ear, which allocated funds for road construction to the National 

ark Service. We were successful in justifying our appropriations 
for these two sections of the parkway, in Prince Georges County, 
Md., and in Fairfax County, Va., before the House Appropriations 
Committee, and they allowed the full amount. 

However, as you have indicated, certain questions were raised in 
the Senate. We will attempt to deal with those as we goalong. We 
had support of our estimates before the Appropriations Committee, 


support from both local jurisdictions involved in these two extensions, : 


first from the Prince Georges County Board of Commissioners, and 
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from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion. 

Mr. Wells is here to represent the latter organization, which has 
been our counterpart in Maryland, with whom we deal in these matters. 

Then in Virginia, we also had the commitments which we thought 
were adequate for the purpose at this time from Fairfax County and 
also from the Fairfax County Park Authority. 

You may ask where we stand on our acquisition program. We 
have here some maps that will illustrate that position. 

The large map on the right indicates the scope of the George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway as authorized under the 1930 legislation. 
The areas in black represent the areas that have been acquired in the 
interim over a long period of years. The striped areas represent 
_ the areas that would be acquired with the $3,400,000 appropriation 
which we requested of the Appropriations Committee early this year. 
The area to the left is the Fairfax County portion, and the area at the 
bottom of the map, to the right, is the Prince Georges County portion. 

The division of funds between the two was $1,900,000 for Prince 
Georges County and $1,500,000 for Fairfax County. Although the 
total cost involved was approximately the same, the amounts required 
were a little different because of the loan provisions in the appropria- 
tions. 

We have undertaken since our hearing before the Appropriations 
Committee to review these plans, have checked the earlier lines, and 
have entered into discussions, particularly with our friends in Fair- 
fax County, as to the type of development proposed. We will have 
a vane here later to give you the results of review that has been 
made, 

First, however, I would like to outline a little more carefully and 
vividly the things that have held up the progress on this parkway, 
and the transition we have been through in the last 25 years that have 

overned our whole program. The Capper-Cramton Act was passed 
in 1930. It was in the midst of the depression. We secured initial 
appropriations sufficient to embark on surveys, but not sufficient to 
enter into contractural relations with the local jurisdictions who were 
impoverished at that time and unable to enter into any agreements, 
as the act provided. 

So we lost 4 or 5 years there. Then the public works days came 
along. Money was available for construction but not for land, and 
no progress was made on the parkway until late in the 1930’s when 
we entered into our first agreement with Montgomery County, Md., 
for extension of the parkway in that section. That was aided and 
abetted by the C. & O. Canal acquisition as a separate purchase by 
the Department of the Interior, which was done as a public works 
project, from allotments made by the Public Works Administration. 

hat was acquired, I believe, for something like $3 million for the 
entire length to Cumberland, 186 miles. Cost of the land portion, 
T think, was $2 million. Of course, that is part and parcel of the 
parkway and did increase the interest in Maryland for the supple- 
mental acquisitions that were necessary. 

During the war, believe it or not, we were successful in securing 
further small appropriations, and proceeded with Maryland in the 
acquisition of the Montgomery County section which is now approach- 
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ing completion. We have had some five different agreements with 
Maryland. With subsequent appropriations, that is now about com- 
plete, and the Park Service has actual money allotted for construc- 
tion in that section. 

On the Virginia side, we.did make some progress in the mid 1930’s 
in extending ‘the parkway up from the Arlington Memorial Bridge 
to Spout Run, in two steps, and the Park Service followed through 
promptly with a construction program. That section of the park- 
way has been opened and has been of real value to the residents of 
Arlington. County, and has preserved the shores of that section of 
the river in their natural state, moving a lot of shacks and so forth 
out that were formerly there. 

Then about 2 years ago the CIA proposal came along, advanced 
by Mr. Dulles, who w anted to erect their headquarters on the old 
public roads property at Langley. 

Our studies indicated that if they proceeded on that, part and 
parcel of it, as a must, was an extension of the parkway from Spout 
Run on up to the CIA site in order to provide additional radial access 
to the heart of the city. 

In addition, we also felt the need for extending the — 
on up to the proposed Cabin John Bridge site, which is above the 
CIA, in order that the residents of Maryland who would be working 
in CIA could circulate back and forth daily on their trips from home 
to work. 

We presented estimates to the Congress and secured appropriations 
for those extensions, and those appropriations have also been matched 
with funds advanced by Fairfax County and by the State of Virginia 
for that purpose. That was part of the understanding that was reached 
when the decision was made to put the CIA at Langley. 

We do not yet have quite all of the matching funds, however, from 
Virginia to extend to the Cabin John Bridge. 

That brings us up, you see, to a v irtual state of completion on the 
Maryland side in Montgomery County, on the Virginia side on up 
to the Cabin John Bridge. Nothing has been done recently in Prince 
Georges County. About 1940 we did have some negotiations with 
the larger property owners in Prince Georges County in the hopes 
that they might be induced, and some of them indicated they would 
be, to dedicate half of the value of the land, which the law requires, 
in order to match the 50 percent Federal advance made by Congress. 

We had somewhat the same proposition in the earlier days in con- 
nection with the parkway road alinement in Fairfax County. 

Mr. Frederic A. Delano was chairman of the Commission back in 
the late 1930’s. He felt very strongly that there was such a large bene- 
fit that might accrue to these property owners who had large tracts 
and acreage, that they could be induced, if we constructed a road, 
to make this 50 percent dedication, as I just ‘indicated we tried in Prince 
Georges County. So at considerable expense, the Public Roads Ad- 
ministration was asked to make sur veys for a parkway road in Fair- 
fax County following closely the edge of the bluffs that would com- 
mand the view of the river and minimias the amount of land that 
would be required by dedication from these larger property owners. 

That taking line, thus, was the minimum taking line that we vis- 
ualized as needed. When we came to prepare these estimates last 
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year, we use that same taking line, but tried to make it clear at the 
time that we were not wedded to the 1939 plan; that we were ready 
and willing to consider any other plan for the road that might be more 
acceptable and more appropriate to the concept we had of the park- 
way today, and to the fact that the land was to be acquired now with- 
out financial aid of the property owners, but with public funds con- 
tributed by the county and State. ; | 

The reason I make that explanation is that we believe part of the 
objection that came to the Senate Appropriations Committee was’ 
- because of the character of the 1939 plan, which called for an express- 
way-type road, two lanes in each direction on the edge of the bluffs 
where the view would be one of the chief features of the road. 

The reason this point has come to the fore is that the Park Service 
has been proceeding with the construction this winter of the section 
of the parkway in Arlington County from Spout Run on up to the 
CIA site, the section in Arlington County being the first section un- 
dertaken. 

The location of the road in that section was dictated by the hard 
facts of life. The ground to the west of the bluffs had been subdi- 
vided and largely developed, leaving only a very narrow crest at the 
top of the very steep slope coming up from the river at that point 
which, of course, was the only place left for the road to be located. 

We acquired that property, most of it from the Smoot Sand & 
Gravel Co., plus some additional lands, narrow strips that were nec- 
essary to get good alinement for the road. 

This restricted narrow strip involved some rather heavy earth-mov- 
ing operations which alarmed the conservation groups particularly, 
they fearing that the same thing might happen in the more open, 

upper sections of the parkway in Fairfax County. 
' I make this point because we had no alternative in Arlington County 
to the kind of location and the excavation which was required, whereas 
we do have in Fairfax County considerably different circumstances 
and do not propose the same thing at all. 

The Senate Appropriations Comninlittse pointed out that consider- 
able time had elapsed since the original authorization. Perhaps one 
of the reasons why they wanted this committee to review the legisla- 
tion and the plans of the Commission was because they were not sure 
whether the objectives of the original plan could still be accomplished. 

Chairman Murray. Mr. Nolen, I would like to interrupt you for a 
moment. 

Senator Beall is with us and wishes to make a brief statement, inas- 
much as he has to get away. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. GLENN BEALL, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Senator Beaty. Excuse me, Mr. Nolen, but we are having early 
convening in the Senate these days, and I am trying to do 2 things at 
1 time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to add, and Mr. Nolen will tell you all 
the details, that this project was approved about 1939, as Mr. Nolen 
said. Then, later, Representative Sasscer and myself have introduced. 
legislation, both as Members of the House, I believe about 1945 or 
1946, to authorize the construction of this parkway. 
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_ By acts of the Maryland Legislature, it was approved unanimously 
- chapter 685 of the 1957 session, implementing the then existing 
aw. 

In Montgomery County, in western Maryland, that part has been 
finished, I believe, or practically all finished and there is this little re- 
maining strip in Prince Georges County for which the county com- 
missioners of Prince Georges County have levied a tax of one-tenth of 
1 cent, I believe, on the county rate to do their financing. 

So Maryland’s money is all available. At this point, we have a 
project that is practically all ready to go, but it is not of any real 
use until it is completed in its entirety. The loss of this appropriation 
will mean that we just cannot utilize this project, and it will be no 
good to anyone until it is completed. 

We ask in behalf of Maryland and the Maryland Legislature and 
we hope that the Appropriations Committee will see fit to restore this 
money to let us go on with the plan. 

T do not want to take any more time because Mr. Nolen and Mr. 
Wells will be able to tell you the details. But from our standpoint, 
from the standpoint of the Maryland Legislature and the county 
commissioners of the respective counties, Maryland is all ready to go. 

We are at this point today. Thank you very-much. 

Chairman Murray. Thank you very much, Senator Beall. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION—Resumed 


Mr. Noten. Mr. Chairman, I was about to conclude my statement 
at this point and introduce Mr. Eliott, who was my predecessor as 
director for the Commission back in the days when the Capper- 
Cramton Act was passed. He knows the background of that, legis- 
lation. 

He was the one who directed the preparation of the original plans. 
We happened to have employed him as consultant on some other 
work currently, so when this Senate recommendation came out, we 
thought there could be nothing more constructive than to ask him to 
review the plan as it is today and to prepare a statement that could 
be presented to your committee as to his views from a professional 
standpoint, on the plan today in comparison with the original ob- 
jective. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. ELIOT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, 
CAMBRIDGE, MASS. 


Mr. Exsor. My name is Charles W. Eliot, of Cambridge, Mass. 
I am a landscape architect, fellow of the American Society of Land- 
scape Architects, president of the Boston Society of Landscape Archi- 
tects, and Charles Eliot professor of landscape in Harvard Uni- 

versity. 
From 1926 to 1933, I was city planner and Director of Planning 
for the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and in that - 
capacity prepared the first report in 1927 recommending the establish- 
ment of a park system for the National Capital, Washington region. 

The bill, which became the Capper-Cramton Act of 1930, was based 
on the recommendations in that report, and, while it was pending be- 
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fore Congress, I made intensive studies of the upper Potomac and 
lower Potomac areas and supervised the preparation of the original 
plans for the George Washington Memorial Parkway from Mount 
Vernon and Fort Washington to Great Falls. 

I have been employed by the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion to review the plans for the Fairfax County and Prince Georges 
County sections of the parkway. 

Accordingly, I have given careful attention to the very large num- 
ber of plans which have been prepared and frequently revised and 
brought up to date over the past 27 years. 

Furthermore, I have checked these plans, in company with mem- 
bers of the staffs of the Commission and of the National Park Service, 
on field trips in the areas affected by those plans. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to very briefly summarize my findings 
and recommendations. 

1. The George Washington Memor ial Parkway was established by 
the Capper-Cramton Act— 
to include the shores of the Potomac and adjacent lands, from Mount Vernon 
to a point above Great Falls on the Virginia side, except within the city of 
Alexandria, and from Fort Washington to a similar point above Great Falls on 
the Maryland side, except within the District of Columbia, and including the 
protection and preservation of the natural scenery of the gorge and the Great 
Falls of the Potomac, the preservation of the historic Potowmack Canal and - 
the acquisition of that portion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal below Point of 
Rocks. 

That is a quotation from that act. 

The purposes of the proponents in urging the parkway were— 
to preserve and make available the remarkable inspirational values along some 
28 miles of the Potomac River Valley. Here are combined historical sites, 
scenic views, scientific areas, and recreational opportunities which are unique 
in this country. No area in the United States combines so many historical 
monuments in so Small a district as the Potomac River Valley in the Washington 
region, because of President Washington’s intimate associations with these 
lands and because of the location of the National Capital on the banks of the 
Potomac. 

The first proposal for a park along the Potomac in 1927 cited Lord 
Bryce’s comment: 

The Patomac has two kinds of beauty—the beauty of the upper stream, mur- 
muring over a rocky bed between bold heights crowned with wood, and the 
beauty of the wild expanse, spread out like a lake below the city into a vast 
sheet of silver. 

The project in the early stages was divided into an upper Potoms 
and a lower Potomac project. 

Then came authorization for the Mount Vernon mania Highway. 
which carried out one-half of the lower Potomac project and empha- 
sized a highway as an important feature of the plan. 

The Capper- Cramton Act picked up this feature—as one more 
argument for and renamed the whole project the George 
W: ‘ashington Memorial Pieray, 

Having been intimately involved in the plans and conferences lead- 
ing to the introduction and passage of the C apper-Cramton Act, I am 
sure that the proponents meant by the term “parkway” a road through 
a park—as was common interpretation of that term 30 years ago. The 








park, in this case, included both banks of the river “from the “hilltops 
It is clearly stated in the act that— 


on one side to those on the other.” 
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said parkway shall include a highway from Fort Washington to the Great Falls 
on the Maryland side of the Potomac. 

No mention is made of any highway on the Virginia side. 

During the years since the passage of the Capper-Cramton Act, 
and in spite of wars and depression, a substantial part of the original 
project has been brought to reality. ’ : 

Only two sections still require attention—those on which the Senate 
Appropriations Committee recommended a review of “desirability and 
need”—the Fairfax County portion above the proposed Cabin John 
Bridge, and the Prince Georges portion of the Fort Washington 
Parkway. 

Much of the value of what has been done will be jeopardized by fail- 
ure to complete the job. This is particularly true of the Great Falls 
and the gorge of the Potomac, where, of course, the whole. valley is 
a unit, and the control of only one side will not preserve the picture. 

In that case, also, the best views of the falls, the more dramatic 
scenery, and the historic Potowmack Canal are on the Virginia side. 

Similarly, the completion of the Fort Washington Parkway along 
the east. or Maryland, bank of the river is needed to complete the 
lower Potomac project. 

The largest natural open space around Washington is the broad 
Potomac. To take full advantage of that open space, it is desirable to . 
provide access to both sides at as many points as possible. 

The “highway,” or Fort Washington Parkway, is needed to pro- 
vide access, not only for the general public and visitors to the National 
Capital, but also for the development of private properties on the land- 
ward side of the parkway. 

Fort Washington, when its attractions are better known will certain- 
ly become a powerful magnet for visitors from all parts of the country. 

If, as originally suggested, a ferry is provided between Fort Wash- 
ington and Fort Hunt, a circuit drive will be created of truly outstand- 
ing scenic, historic, and recreational value. 

The park area proposed in both Fairfax County and Prince Georges 
County is needed for the “recreational” values involved. In both 
counties the park areas will provide opportunities for picnicking, 
hiking, bird watching, nature trails, boating, sports, and quiet enjoy- 
ment of rural scenery and woodlands. Both areas are rich in historic 
features; that is, Washington’s Potowmack Canal at Great Falls and 
Fort Washington guarding the river approaches to the National 
Capital. 

Each area, as previously noted, has its special unique character and 
important place in the overall park system of the National Capital 
region. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Nolen suggested that I might open the discus- 
sion of the Fort Washington portion of the project by summarizing 
very briefly my findings in regard to that aspect of the project. In 
brief, they are as follows: 

1. Acquisition of the land for the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway in Price Georges County is “needed and desirable” to pro- 
vide a right-of-way for the Fort Washington Parkway leading to Fort - 
Foote and Fort Washington, to provide access to the banks of the river 
for the enjoyment of the river scenery, boating, et cetera, to preserve 
areas and features of historic interest, and to provide areas for recrea- 
tional activities. 
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-2. Buildings and subdivisions in the path of the parkway as pre- 
viously planned have compelled relocation of the route at Indian 
Queen Point and Riverview, and will compel other revisions to the 
great loss'of the project unless acquisition can proceed at an early 

‘The diversion of the parkway away from the river at these points 
will avoid the taking of some houses included in the original estimates 
on which the request for the appropriation was based. The land away 
from the river should be a good deal less expensive than that on the 
riverfront. 

3. Additional width of right-of-way and other properties are rec- 
ommended, notably : 

(a) To include the United States Farm and land between the 
farm and the District line at Oxon Run as part of the project ; 

(5) Greater width around the dredged area south of the Wood- 
row Wilson Bridge and on the hillside north of Fort Foote; 

(c) The riparian rights around Broad Creek Bay; and 

(d) At Swan Creek north of Fort Washington. 

These additions would increase the acreage of the project. Most 
of the increase is in the United States Farm and in the area under 
water in Broad Creek Bay. 

The cost of the additional properties should be largely offset by the 
savings through omission of some of the houses mentioned ubove. 

4. The design of the parkway is intended to provide connections 
with the Fort Drive, Anacostia Freeway, and possibly Oxon Run Park 
at the District of Columbia line; interconnections with the intercounty 
Belt Highway and Woodrow Wilson Bridge, and entrances or con- 
nections halfway between the bridge and Fort Foote at Fort Foote, at 
Harmony Hall, a westward extension of Riverview Road, at River- 
view, and to the Fort Washington Road. 

With these points of access and egress the parkway should ma- 
terially enhance the values of nearby private properties, and, thus, 
merit the cooperation of landowners in donating the right-of-way or 
selling it at a lower cost to the Government for this purpose. 

5. The Fort Washington Parkway is an integral part of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. The cooperation of the State and 
county authorities is assured. The building and subdivision activities 
along the way make early and vigorous action most desirable. — 

That concludes, I believe, Mr. Chairman, my part on these particular — 
points, except to refer to the maps behind me. 

Chairman Morray. I know you have in your statement a summary 
of findings and recommendations—F airfax section. 

Mr. Extor. I would like to carry that over until later, if I may, when 
we come to present that part of the project. 

Chairman Murray. Very well. 

The next witness will be Congressman Lankford. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Respresentative Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman, my name is Richard E, 
Lankford. I represent the Fifth Congressional District of Maryland, 
of which Prince Georges County is a part. 
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I appreciate greatly, sir, your courtesy in letting us appear here this 
morning before you and I shall make my statement very brief. 

There are three main topics that I would like te touch on. The 
first has already been indicated, somewhat, by Senator Beall in his 
statement that the county commissioners of Prince Georges County 
have already taken action to provide the funds for the matching part 
of the cost. 

This has also been implemented by action by the Maryland State 
Legislature. 

Secondly, this is desired by the people of the area. There is no 
opposition to it. Such outstanding citizens of Prince Georges County 
as my predecessor in office, Mr. Lansdale Sasscer, and Mr. T. Howard 
Ducket have openly supported it, as have the county commissioners 
and other outstanding citizens of the area. 

Thirdly, and tetvinntt most importantly, it seems to me, is the rising 
cost of land in that area, which every day is rising due to the great ex- 
pansion and building that is going on. As you well know, the areas 
around the District of Columbia are rapidly growing and they are 
growing down the Potomac River because, if I may take a little local 
pride, I think it is as pretty a part of the country as you can find any- 
where, and I do not blame people for moving out there. 

I believe it is economically sound at this time to go ahead with the 
project because of the rising costs of land and also because of not only 
the esthetic values that such a parkway will have, but the practical 
values and economic values it will have as well. 

It will help relieve the already congested conditions of the roads 
and will bring home to our people some of the more important historic 
events in our history and will provide recreation areas for them. 

I urge strongly, sir, that this committee take this under very serious 
consideration and recommend to the Appropriations Committee that 
an appropriation which has been denied in this last bill be put into 
a deficiency appropriation. 

Again, thank you very much. é 

Chairman Murray. Thank you, Congressman Lankford. 

Representative Lankrorp. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I touched 
on these briefly. Mr. Wells will go into detail on these three points 
that I brought up, plus other points that are pertinent. 

Chairman Morray. Very well. 

Mr. Herbert Wells will be the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT W. WELLS, CHAIRMAN, MARYLAND 
NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION. 


Mr. Wetts. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Herbert W. Wells. I live in College Park, Md. ' I am Chair- 
man of the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion, which is our planning agency for the jurisdiction involved, both 
in Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties. 

It is a privilege for me to have the opportunity to say a few words, 
and I assure you, sir, that I will make my statement most brief. As 
a matter of fact, Senator Beall and Congressman Lankford did touch 
on most of the things that I had in mind to report to yon, sir. 

I shall start right down on a prepared outline that I made. The first 
item that has been gone over quite carefully by both Senator Beall 
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and Congressman Lankford is the fact that in Prince Georges County, 
Md., we have provided matching funds to match the Federal ap- 
propriation for the acquisition of this land. 

Last summer, about a year ago now, the county commissioners by 
resolution did agree that they would levy a tax to take care of Mary- 
land’s share of the funds that were necessary to acquire the land, be- 
cause they realized at that time that it was evident to all of our 
planners and experts that that section along the Potomac River, south 
of the city, was going to develop quite rapidly, and unless the land was 
secured it would be most expensive or practically impossible to acquire 
at a later date. 

So, in order to rush the thing, by resolution they did agree to put up 
the funds and, further, informally they agreed to levy this 1-cent tax 
after the moneys were available from the Federal Government, put it 
into a sinking fund, so there would be no problem at the end of the 8- 
year period; that we would have our money to take care of the 
obligation. 

To further that, or implement it, the General Assembly of Maryland 
in session this last winter again, by resolution, agreed that Maryland 
should participate, that we should use all efforts possible to proceed 
with the George Washington Memorial Parkway south of the city. 

There was practically no opposition from any citizen in our county. 
There might have been 1 or 2. I think we did receive two letters. It 
was given considerable publicity. When you start talking about taxes, 
people usually rise up to scream. The publicity was given. 

But such was not the case. We received laudatory remarks and 
letters from prominent people in our county who thought that we had 
waited too long already, that we should have done this years ago. 

People such as Congressman Lankford mentioned, T. Howard 
Ducket, who is known to several of you as one of our prominent 
citizens, ex-Congressman Landsdale Sasscer, and others too numerous 
to mention here were most laudatory in their remarks and compli- 
mented the county commissioners for their action to expedite this 
parkway. 

The land value has been touched on somewhat. We feel, and in fact 
we know, that the prices have gone up considerably, and they will con- 
tinue to rise by the day, due to the fact that it is the closest area to 
the city of Washington that is not already built up. 

The distance in miles makes it very close to the center of our city. 
Prominent and objective thinking citizens believe that the people 
of our Nation are entitled to a parkway south of the city because of its 
richness in history, in addition to its esthetic values. 

We have, as you know, millions of citizens who visit our city each 
year. The entire parkway system has been planned, of course, for 
many years and it is a vital link in the overall picture of the parkway 
along the Potomac River on both shores, both Virginia and Maryland. 

It is my understanding, too, that certain estimates have been made 
for the project and a good deal of the engineering of a preliminary 
nature has been done. That much money has been expended already 
but those things probably will have to be reviewed. It is not like start- 
ing from scratch and having to do all the engineering and that sort of 
thing to begin with. - 

The terminus of the George Washington Memorial Parkway, I 
think, is most appropriate at Fort Washington because of its great 
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historical interest and scenic attraction along the river to Fort Wash- 
ington. 

As a gentleman before me -mentioned, there is a great. historical 
significance to Fort Washington, how it protected our Cc apital. And, 
too, the city of Washington was carved out of Prince Georges County. 

So we have a personal interest in the city of W ashington that prob- 
ably others further away from our city do not have, because we feel 
it is part of our own county and ourselves. 

We are most interested that these historical matters can be pre- 
served so that posterity in years to come, can realize what our fore- 
fathers did in developing this great country of ours. 

We have another item. The house has been destroyed, but the home 
of John Hanson, first President of the Continental Congress of the 
United States, was on this proposed parkway. The house has long 
since burned or has been destroyed, but there is a marker of some 
significance. Some people have been kind et nough to say that John 


“Hanson had great things to do with this sw addling country of ours in 


its early beginning. 


So, for those reasons and many others that will be touched on here, 
we certainly hope that this committee can make a favorable recom- 
mendation so we can proceed immediately and have this parkway for. 
the benefit of generations to come. 

Thank vou very much. 

Chairman Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Wells, for your very 
interesting and important statement. You may be sure that the com- 
mittee will give very careful consideration to it. 

Mr. Strona. Mr. Nolen, do you want Mr. Eliot to come back now? 

Mr. Noten. Yes. I wanted to tell the committee that we have these 
plans here and if the committee is interested in having a brief descrip- 
tion of the proposed parkway extension, we can do that. 

These are our official plans which will be the subject of an agree- 
ment with Prince Georges County as soon as funds are available. We 
have here an aerial mosaic, also, which might interest the committee, 
if you would like to take the time to look at them. 

Chairman Murray. We had better proceed with the witnesses. We 
will look at your exhibits later. 

(By direction of the chairman, the following communication from 
the chairman of the Prince Georges County Board of Commissioners 
was placed in the Record :) 

County CoMMISSIONERS, 
PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY, 
Upper Marlboro, Md., July 15, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAy: I take this opportunity to convey to you and your 
committee the thinking of the Board of County Commissioners for Prince 
Georges County, on the building of the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
in our county. 

It is the unanimous opinion of our county commissioners that this parkway 
be built. To aid in the carrying out-of this thought the Legislature of Mary- 
land, at. the request of the County Commissioners for Prince Georges Count -, 
in the session of 1957 passed chapter 685 of the Laws of 1957 giving the county 
commissioners the authority to sell bonds for our county’s share in this this 
construction. Pursuant to this legislation the county commissioners, in fixing 
the budget for the county for the fiscal year 1957-58, made the necessary finan- 
cial provision to care for the refunding of these bonds. 


94808—57——-3 
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The area through which it is proposed to build this parkway is at this time 
practically open country, and land acquisitions may be accomplished at pre- 
vailing values. However, the Circumferential Highway is in the planning stage, 
and will join the Jones Point Bridge. When this construction is begun, land 
acquisitions will become most difficult, if not impossible. 

This area will then mushroom in growth to an even greater degree than the 
phenomenal expansion which has taken place in the upper part of our county. 
We believe that this is the time to build this parkway at the least possible cost. 
To this end, the county commissioners of Prince George’s County seek. to enlist 
your support, and the support of your committee in this project. We cannot 
urge too strongly the importance of this highway, which when constructed will 
be one of exceptional scenic beauty and will serve a great utilitarian need. 

Yours sincerely, 
HERBERT W. REICHELT, 
Chairman, Board of County Commissioners of Prince George’s County, Md. 

Mr. Noxen. I would like to move now, then, from this section to 
the Fairfax situation, with a brief explanation before Mr. Eliot makes 
his statement. 

It is necessary to give you some background of what the issues 
are in Fairfax County. I referred earlier to the 1939 development 
plan. I think if you will refer to the maps, you will understand a 
little more clearly what that plan entails. 

This plan shows the upper Potomac section of the parkway on 
the Virginia side of the river. It starts at Memorial Bridge and 
extends up to the Fairfax C ounty line, then on up to the C [A site 
at Langley, then to the Cabin John Bridge location, thence to the 
Great Falls area and the prrenene bridge as ‘authorized in the C apper- 
Cramton Act about a mile above Great Falls. 

The locations are shown on this map. The Arlington County part 
that is under construction now is shown in the lower right-hand side 
of the map, a narrow strip a few hundred feet wide, most of which 
is in steep slope on the river side. 

The road 1s located along the land side of that narrow strip, the 
area to the west and south of the taking line being already subdivided. 
In Fairfax County, the portion between the county line and the CLA 
site, the road has to be well back from the river, with no park prop- 
erty contiguous to the river because of existing long-standing develop- 
ment in that intervening area. Just short of the CIA site the parkway 
gets back to the river and the taking line encompasses the entire river 
front. 

Through the Public Roads area, we acquired back in the late 1930's, 
practically as a gift, 165 acres from the old Leiter estate about a mile 
and a quarter of riverfront. That, interestingly enough, had I believe 
a lot to do with the subsequent acquisition by Public Roads of the 
balance of the Leiter property which adjoined the riverfront area. 

From this point near the CIA and on, you will see that the taking 
line is of considerable depth. That is partly dictated by topography 
and partly by opportunity, due to large ownerships in this area. 

The road, consequently, will be located well back. But in the 
section for which we are asking funds, the yellow portion on this map, 
the topography is a little more rugged. The existing estate develop- 
ments tended to push the location of the road closer to the river. 

It is that section about which there has been some concern expressed 
principally by the conservation interests and, to some extent, by some 
of the property owners. 

We have agreed to review the plan for this upper section. That was 
the subject of Mr. Eliot’s study. I want him to present to you in a 
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moment, after I read you the actions which have been taken by the 
county, the results of his study. 

The Appropriations Committee was very anxious to know to what 
extent we had received commitments from the local authorities. I 
have here a letter that was written by the county executive, February 
11, to meet a request of the Senate Appropriations C ommittee. 

It is as follows: 


In reply to your letter of February 5, 1957, I wish to advise that the Board 
of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., at its meeting on February 6, 1957, 
agreed to enter into such agreement as may be legal and appropriate with the 
National Capital Planning Commission to reimburse said Planning Commission 
a sum not to exceed $500,000 within a period of 8 years, which sum is now pro- 
posed to be made available by the Federal Government as a loan to the county 
for the purpose of acquiring the necessary right-of-way for extension of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway. 

The Board of County Commissioners further agreed to provide its share of 
funds to match the $414,000 now appropriated to the National Capital Planning 
Commission for the acquisition of lands in unit 3 of the George Washington Me- 
morial Parkway. The county will undertake to make this $207,000 of county 
funds available at such time as it may be required by the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission. 

By way of explanation on that, our request to the Appropriations 
Committee was for $1.5 million for this section of the parkway, of 
which $1 million was to be the Federal matching funds, $500,000 was 
to be a loan to the county, repaid in 8 years without interest, if the 
county ig legally undertake to take advantage of such a loan, and 
the other $500,000 we hoped would come from the State in : accordance 
with the Datos practice of the State to match the county funds. 

One reason the State has contributed im the past is because the road 
was to be constructed with Federal funds, was an advantage to the 
State, and was a savings to the State, you might say, in providing a 
valuable traffic artery in this section of the county. 

The second paragraph with reference to the $414,000 has to do with 
moneys already appropriated and has since been implemented by the 
appropriation by the county of $100,000 out of the $207,000 indicated 
in the letter, from their current funds made available July 1. We are 
in the process of negotiating a new agreement with that. That will 
take us up to the Cabin John Bridge. 

Subsequent to that, the county has taken further action. 

I might read this into the record. This was taken last week. 

T see Mr. Freehill is here, one of the members of the board of county 
commissioners. I do not wish to presume upon his prerogative here, 
but this ties in closely with the letter I have just read. I think at this 
point it would be appropriate to enter this resolution. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF 
FAIRFAX CouNTY, VA., JULY 3, 1957 


Whereas Fairfax County desires to acquire park sites in the Great Falls area 
to preserve for public enjoyment the scenic and historic qualities of the falls and 
the valley of the Potomac River, and the Federal Government has evinced a de- 
sire to protect and preserve the gorge of the Potomac River by acquiring park 
land on the banks of the river; and 

Whereas the Federal Government desires the financial assistance of Fairfax 
County in the acquisition of such park land from Cabin John Bridge to Great 
Malls in order to obtain a matching appropriation from the United States Con- 
gress for such park acquisition ; and 
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Whereas the matter of preserving the natural and historic beauty of this area 
is of vital concern both to Fairfax County and the Federal Government: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Fairfax County supports the general principle of such park 
acquisition, but will not commit its funds to the same until after the overall 
plans developed by the Federal Government for this project as to area to be 
taken, location of access roads, if any, and method of supervision and control 
of the park facilities shall have been first presented to the Planning Commission 
and Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, and discussed and re- 
viewed by these bodies. Fairfax County appreciates that enormity of the 
task undertaken by the National Capital Park and Planning Commission and 
their devotion to the concept of protecting and preserving the Potomac River 
Valley for the enjoyment of present and future generations of citizens of the 
metropolitan area and of the whole United States of America, but feels that 
cooperation and coordination between the Federal Government and Fairfax 
County is essential to the eventual success of such a project. 

(The resolution above was also transmitted to the committee by 
Carlton C. Massey, Fairfax County executive.) 

Mr. Stone. This was by the Board of Commissioners ? 

Mr. Noien. Of Fairfax County, yes, last week. I put that in the 
record now because it seems to me that the committee should first have 
an explanation of the references to plans and procedures before you 
have the presentation of the modification of our plan as originally 
proposed in 1939. Our procedure heretofore with Maryland, and 
also with Virginia, i. e., Arlington County and Fairfax County, has 
been to discuss with the local authority in advance of the submission 
of appropriations, the general program for parkway acquisition and 
extension. It has been customary to have a meeting of minds, get 
a letter of intent, you might call it, an expression of their desire to 
cooperate, and we have used that with the appropriations commit- 
tees as an indication of the fact that if the money was appropriated, 
the local jurisdictions were ready to proceed and firm up their com- 
mitments. The actual agreement under which the funds are acti- 
' vated, both the local funds and the Federal funds, is a formal docu- 
ment that requires the approval of the Governor of Virginia and 
the President of the United States, and to that agreement is attached 
a specific map that outlines the taking lines. 

The agreement also sets forth the financial conditions under which 
land may be purchased. Customarily it has been tied to a joint ap- 
praisal made by representatives of both parties to the contract. 

The agreements also set up certain conditions that flow, beneficially, 
from one to the other, such as the provision of drainage easements 
to the county over the parkway, and rights of access to the parkway 
at stated points; things of that kind. 

This resolution of July 3 of the county refers to such an agreement. 
However, we have never felt it was practical to negotiate such an 
agreement in advance of the availability of funds, and none of the 
jurisdictions have ever been moved to want. to negotiate such an agree- 
ment because it would be outmoded, in all probability, by the time 
funds were secured, 

We felt that we should have money in the bank and be ready to 
operate and put into effect the terms of any agreement that might be 
reached, and that might be consummated. 

We are a little puzzled as to what the county authorities would like 
us to do now, and how they would like us to proceed. We have indi- 

‘ated in attitude of flexibility toward the specific plan of develop- 
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ment. The 1939 plan that IT have referred to is not a fixed plan. It 
was merely used as the starting point for firming up estimates which 
we feel are adequate to complete the parkway in the Fairfax County 
section. Our recent review which has been made by Mr, Eliot has 
confirmed that conclusion. 

We had an indication from the Senate Appropriations Committee 
that they would like to know, formally, on the record, our position 
with reference to the plan, and I think if I would read this letter 
at this point it would provide the background for the modifications 
in the plan which Mr. Eliot will present immediately thereafter. 

The letter is dated May 2, and reads as follows: 


NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 2, 1957. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HAyDEN: The National Capital Planning Commission has in 
its House approved appropriation now before the Interior and Related Agencies 
Committee an item of $1,500,000 for the extension of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway in Fairfax County, Va., from the proposed Cabin John Bridge 
to the proposed bridge above Great Falls. As there appears to be some public 
misconception or uncertainty as to the basic plan for this section of the parkway, 
the Commission has approved the following clarifying statement. 

The essential purpose of this section of the parkway is to protect and preserve 
the natural scenery of the Gorge and Great Falls of the Potomac and the preserva- 
tion of the historic Patowmack Canal through the acquisition of the shore along 
the river and adjacent lands, as set forth in the Capper-Crampton Act of May 
29, 1930. To attain these objectives and make the park accessible to the public, 
some type of parkway road is essential. In the first definitive plan for the park- 
way made in 1939, the area to be acquired included sufficient land for the con- 
struction of a four-lane divided roadway along the boundary of the park adjacent 
to private property. 

There have recently been suggested a number of other plans for providing the 
required access to the riverfront park. Therefore, the Comimssion has agreed to 
restudy the 1939 plan and give consideration to all additional proposals. Such 
study and consideration would, of course, be made as a cooperative undertaking 
with the county and State authorities concerned, as well as with the National 
Park Service, which will have the responsibility for the development of the 
parkway. 

In this connection, the Director of the National Park Service has expressed 
the opinion that the following definition for a national parkway, applying to 
those being developed by the National Park Service, fits the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway quite well and is consistent with the terms of the Capper- 
Crampton Act: 

“A national parkway is a federally owned, restricted motor road within a 
wide park-like right-of-way, designed for pleasure travel, embracing scenic and 
recreational features or historic sites. 

“Tt traverses either a region of great scenic interest or follows a historic route 
of travel. Access from adjoining properties is limited and commercial travel 
excluded. National parkways can be established only by acts of Congress.” 

On the Maryland side the National Park Service is recommending that the 
parkway road between the Cabin John Bridge and the proposed Great Falls 
Bridge consist of a single park-type road of two-lane width at this time, in lieu 
of the four-lane roadway previously recommended. The National Park Service 
has made a similar recommendation for the same section of the Virginia por- 
tion of the parkway. 

It would seem to the Commission that.such restricted roadway access to 
the more rugged and scenically variable portions of the parkway might be 
adequate for many years to come, especially if it can be shown that plans in 
Virginia for other means of access to the terminal park at Great Falls will be 
adequate to accommodate the great crowds that already converge at that historic 
and scenic spot. \ 

The Commission particularly desired to have it made clear that plans for 
land acquisition and development can, under the law, be accomplished only by 
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joint agreement between the Commission, on behalf of the Federal Government, 
and the county and State, which must supply matching funds. This require- 
ment assures that there must be agreement on all phases of the development 
which are of interest to the local community before either acquisition or develop- 
ment can proceed. , 

For the reason that there is growing economic pressure for the development of. 
private lands affecting the areas included in the park, the Commission believes 
it is necessary to make commitments this coming year with the county and State 
governments and private landowners for the extension of the parkway if it 
is ever to be accomplished at reasonable costs. It would be unfortunate to 
fail at this time to complete this parkway when the original objective is so 
close at hand. 

HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, Chairman. 


Mr. Chairman, I think it might point up these matters that I have 
been discussing here if we referred now to the plan, and let Mr. 
Eliot tell you the results of his review and indicate the nature of 
the revisions of the plan that we now have under consideration. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. ELIOT, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, 
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.—Resumed 


Mr. Exior. Mr. Chairman, my conclusions are as follows: Summary 
of ‘findings and recommendations, Fairfax County section: 

In brief, the need for the project is the same as when the Capper- 
Cramton Act was passed, but greatly intensified by the growth and 
development of the Nation and National Capital. 

My conclusions from my review, study, and visits to the area, are 
that: 

1. Acquisition of the land for the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway in Fairfax County is still “desirable and needed” at the 
earliest. possible moment “for the protection and preservation of the 
natural scenery of the Gorge and Great Falls of the Potomac.” 

2. The area to be acquired should be increased beyond that shown 
on recent plans to more nearly the lines shown on the plans of 1928, 
which I prepared, in order to avoid any road construction, now, or in 
the future, on the bluffs facing the river, and to safeguard the valleys 
of the side streams back to the Leesburg Turnpike. 

3. The construction of the “parkway” on the lines proposed in 1939 
would be more expensive and more destructive of the scenery than its 
probable usefulness would justify for many years to come, or forever, 
for that matter ; and that 

4. Traffic anticipated for the parkway could better be accommodated 
for some time by the parklike treatment of the intercounty circum- 
ferential highway between the river crossing and Route 193, and 
by the improvement of Route 193 through construction of a new 
two-lane roadway parallel with the existing road and leaving a wide 
park median strip between the two one-way roads. 

This treatment of Route 193 might well extend to the top of Prospect 
Hill, where I would recommend a division between the general high- 
way traffic, diverted to the west by a connection to Old Dominion 
Drive—on the old W. & O. D. Street Railway line—and the park 
traffic by a new parkway entrance to the Great Falls area. 

5. Access to points of interest in the park can best be provided as 
occasion may demand by park roads, two lanes, low speed curves and 
grades to fit the topography from Route 193. 
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Rights-of-way should be acquired for some of these access roads 

at the same time as the park lands are acquired. Others may be lo- 

cated in the valleys of the side streams which have been recommended 
as additions to the park area. 

If a continuous access park road of this type should eventually be 
needed parallel with the river, my study and knowledge of the scenery 
and terrain would suggest a location somewhat back from the river 
and connected back to the Leesburg Road at the east edge of the 
Madeira School property. 

A slightly longer line away from the hillside facing the river 
would reduce cuts and fills and avoid the face of the river bluffs. 

The taking lines for the parkway should include the possible loca- 
tion of such an access park road, or, at least, a restriction against build- 
ing in the line it might follow. 

7. “Development” of the park area for recreational uses might well 
be postponed for some years, except for appropriate measures to safe- 
guard the historic Potowmack Canal, Matildaville, and the surround- 
ing area, and to provide, in cooperation with the Fairfax County 
Park Authority, for the large numbers of people attracted to Great 
Falls. 

Simple hiking, bridle, or trails should be laid out for. fire protection, 
and for the use of hikers, naturalists, bird watchers, and horseback 
riders. 

8. Since the primary purpose of the park is to preserve natural 
scenery, I would like to suggest that the continuance of the present 
situation of some areas within the proposed park taking lmes might 
accomplish several purposes: 

For example, the land at Prospect Hill now owned and used by the 
Madeira School is maintained in a large part as a natural area. So 
long as the property is used for school purposes and maintained in this 
manner, it should be possible to work out an agreement between the 
Planning Commission and the owners for the preservation of the nat- 
ural scenery. 

Similarly, it may be possible to leave all or most of some of the 
larger estates with a life interest in the present owners, so long as they 
would enter into agreements for the maintenance of the scenic qualities 
of their areas. 

In other properties administered by the National Park Service, it is 
understood that arrangements of this sort have been made through 
“special permits,” “scenic easements,” and other devices. 

One-half, the Maryland half, of the great project to preserve the 
unique scenic and historic values of the Gorge and Great Falls of the 
Potomac has been substantially ac complished. 

Is is the other half, providing the contrast with the quiet C. & O. 
Canal scenery, which is now at stake. 

Obviously, much of the value of what has already been done de- 
pends on control of the bluffs and valleys on the Virginia side of the 
river. 

The appropriation requested for the Fairfax County portion of the 
park is for land acquisition, not for construction of anything. 

Delays over the last 27 years, due to the depression and wars, have 
enormously increased the cost and necessitated changes in the plans. 

It is truly surprising that the opportunity still exists to carry out 
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the primary purposes which Congress approved so long ago. That 
opportunity should be seized now without further delay. 

I shall be glad, Mr. Chairman, to explain now, or later, or in any way 
you like, the details of the plan as it is here on the board. But unless 
you have a particular question, perhaps we can postpone that and 
shorten the hearing. 

Chairman Murray. Mr. Stong, do you wish to ask any questions? 

Mr. Stone. Why don’t we hear Mr. Freehill first? We are liable 


to have a quorum call. After that we could come back to some of the 
detail. 


Chairman Murray. Mr. Freehill ? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FREEHILL, MEMBER OF THE BOARD 
OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, AND CHAIRMAN 
OF THE COUNTY’S ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE NATIONAL 
RECREATION ASSOCIATION SURVEY TEAM 


Mr. Freeniiit. My name is Joseph H. Freehill. I am a member 
of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, and chairman 
of the county’s advisory committee to the National Recreation Asso- 
ciation survey team, which is now conducting a survey for Fairfax 
County to determine our needs for a permanent park and recreation 
program. 

The board discussed this matter at a late hour last evening, and 
authorized the county executive either to appear or communicate with 
your committee concerning the position of the county on the matter 
that is now before you. 

I understand that a resolution passed by the county board recently 
has been transmitted by the county executive to your committee. I 
gather that Mr. Nolen has read to the committee the content of that 
letter. 

I appear before you this morning in my own behalf as a member of 
the board, as one deeply interested in park and recreation in the county, 
and as the person who was chairman of the board in 1956, when the 
question was presented to our board, a new board entering office in 
January of 1956, as to our cooperation with the national level for the 
extension of the Memorial Parkway. At that time we determined that 
we would cooperate, and I believe with respect to what is termed the 
first section we appropriated the necessary funds. 

Earlier this year, a communication was received from the National 
Capital Planning Commission to the effect that they were then consid- 
ering a further extension of the parkway beyond CIA to Cabin John 
Bridge, and beyond Cabin John Bridge to Great Falls. At that time, 
there was no specific commitment to be made with respect to funds, but 
merely an inquiry by the Planning Commission as to whether or not the 
county felt disposed to continue its cooperation with the national level. 

At that time, I made a motion, which was unanimously carried, that 
we would continue our cooperation. 

Shortly after that motion was made, and I believe at about that time 
Mr. Nolen had appeared before the Appropriations Committee of the 
House and had put forth the request for funds for this extension, it 
became known to some individuals in our county that the proposal 
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outlined by Mr. Nolen at that time was the 1939 plan that you have 
been hearing about. . | 

That plan disturbed many people in our county, and residents in the 
particular area, because, in the judgment of some, a road located in 
accordance with that plan would ruin the scenic view. As has un- 
doubtedly been described to you, this area is one of the most beautiful 
areas in this region. It has scenic value, it has historical value with 
respect to George Washington locks, and it has a naturalist, scientific 
value. 

Dr. Tra Gabrielson, who, I am sure, is known to all members of this 
committee, the present president of the Wildlife Management Institute, 
and formerly Director of Wildlife and Fisheries in the Interior De- 
partment, is a resident of Fairfax County, and has served on the 
advisory committee that I have outlined to you, of which I am chair- 
man. I appomted him as chairman of a subcommittee to look into the 
possibilities of park areas in the county. Dr. Gabrielson, who has had 
tremendous experience throughout the country with respect to parks, 
reported back to us that he knows of no place in the country that has 
more natural beauty, that is a better area for a park than this particular 
area in our own Fairfax County. We are all desirous of preserving 
this area. 

I listened to Dr. Eliot in his explanation to you just a few minutes 
ago, and it left me wondering what is the controversy that we now have. 
It seems to me that the modification suggested takes care of the problem 
that is presented by those who feel very deeply, from a conservation 
and naturalist point of view, in our county. It appears that the 
National Capital Planning Commission, after looking at the 1939 plan, 
agrees that it would probably mar the scenic value and the naturalist- 
scientific value of the area. 

It looks to me, as an individual, that the National Capital Planning 
Commission is as much concerned about preserving the scientific, the 
scenic and the historical values of that area as we are in Fairfax 
County. : 

I should hope, Mr. Chairman, that after thorough and due consid- 
eration, a decision can be made that will enable, in some fashion, this 
very beautiful natural area to be preserved for the generations to 
come. ; 

Chairman Murray. Thank you, Mr. Freehill. 

The next witness is Conrad Wirth. 

Has he arrived ? 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Wirth has not arrived. I have received word, how- 
ever, that he is on the way. 

Chairman Murray. I am sorry, but we will have to discontinue the 
hearing at this time. We just heard that objection has been made on 
the floor to the continuation of any meetings or hearings of committees 
while the debate is on. We will have to recess this meeting at this 
time. When it is resumed, we will notify you. 

I wish to inform you that we might be able to proceed tomorrow 
morning. I will inquire on the floor what the situation is. If it is 
possible, we will continue the meeting tomorrow morning. I suppose 
we might have to start earlier, perhaps making it 9:30 instead of 10. 

Mr. Stone. I will notify Mr. Nolen. 


94808—57——-4 
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Mr. Noten. That would be fine, Mr. Chairman. I would like the 
privilege of presenting this plan that has just been referred to here, 
in Mr. Freehill’s statement, and Mr. Eliot’s statement, so that it is 
clearly before everyone that will be here. Then they can speak to the 
reality of the plan that we now have under consideration. 

Chairman Murray. That ought to be satisfactory. You do not 
mean to do that now? 

Mr. Noten. No; I presume you would rather have that done when 
others are here in the morning. 

Chairman Murray. We will resume, then, tomorrow morning at 
9:30. We would be entitled to meet at 9:30 because the Senate may 
not be in session. 

Mr. Srone. We might be able to meet from 9:30 until 10:30 in the 
morning. 

Chairman Murray. We will reconvene, then, at 9:30 tomorrow 
morning and try to proceed in the matter. 

(Thereupon, at 11:20 a. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 


at 9:30 a.m., Friday, July 12, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 12, 1957 


Unirep Srares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 9:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. James E. Murray (chairman of the com- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray and Dworshak. 

Also present: Benton J. Stong, professional staff member. 

Chairman Murray. This is a continuation of the hearings on George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. 

Because of the situation on the Senate floor, these hearings have to 
be held with greatest possible speed this morning. We are going to 
have to limit witnesses strictly to 5 minutes, and will appreciate any 
savings of time within that limit. 

In order that your position may be fully stated, all witnesses this 
morning are granted the right to file full statements, or supplemental 
statements, for the record. 

The statements will actually get as much or more attention than 
your oral testimony for all Senators on the committee will get them 
and read them in the record. 

The first witness this morning will be Robert Harrigan, Canoe 
Cruisers Association. 





STATEMENT OF ROBERT HARRIGAN, CANOE CRUISERS 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Harrigan. I am Robert Harrigan of 1923 35th Place NW. I 
represent the Canoe Cruisers Association. 

I shall speak in general terms, because I am not fully acquainted 
with all the various new proposals for routing the George Washing- 
ton Memorial Parkway on the Virginia shore in the area concerned. 
Let me say that as secretary and representing the members, we are un- 
equivoc ally in favor of preserving the scenic beauty of the area, par- 
ticularly between Great Falls and Chain Bridge as is presently. 

As far as so-called improvements, such as scenic parkways, are con- 
cerned, we think they will destroy the natural beauty which they 
supposedly help people to enjoy, and it will be a waste of the tax- 
payers’ hard earned money. We feel that the narrow band of land 
on the Virginia side of the Potomac should remain. 

We feel in addition to the topographic features which are worth 
preserving in themselves, the area abounds in wildlife. Deer range 
all along ‘both sides of the river and I have personally found trac ks 


23 











24 GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY 





as far downstream as Difficult Run. Other wildlife, such as muskrat, 
raccoon, skunks, are commonly seen by those who venture into the 
area. Over 25 species of toads, frogs, and salamanders can be expected 
to be found by those who search for them. At least 20 species of 
snakes and lizards are present. 

It would not be unusual during bird migration to see a hundred 
different species in 1 day. 

Aside from this wealth of wildlife, there is a wealth of historic 
value. The remains of the old canal system of the Potomac Co. still 
exist. It was largely through the efforts of George Washington that 
this company came into being in 1785 and he was its first president. 
Remains of the company’s most impressive canal is but a short distance 
downstream. 

Boats were conveyed through 5 different locks over an elevation 
of 76 feet through the canal proper. With the exception of the wooden 
parts of the canal, much of it may still be seen. 

It would not be fair to say that all of this would be destroyed by 
the parkway, but certainly the setting of the mood of one in the area 
would be changed and no amount of riding up and down a parkway 
is going to provide the satisfaction one obtains by going into the area 
on foot. 

I would like to extend an invitation to the members of the committee 
to take a canoe trip down the Potomac from Great Falls.to Sycamore 
Island. We feel that this is the best way to obtain a comprehensive 
view and a full appreciation of the scenic beauty of this area. 

The entire organization stands ready to make this trip possible. All 
equipment, including canoes and lifejackets, and other necessary items, 
will be made available. A trained and fully experienced paddler will 
be present in each canoe. Every precaution will be taken to safeguard 
the welfare of each passenger. This trip may be arranged at the con- 
venience of interested committee members on any weekend following 
the 21st of July. It is hoped that this invitation will be looked upon 
as a sincere attempt on the part of the CCA to afford the committee 
with a fuller appreciation of the values of this area and assist them 
in their planning for park and development. 

Thank you. 

Chairman Murray. I appreciate the invitation, and you may be sure 
I will call it to the attention of the members of the committee. 

If possible, we will try to arrange such a trip. I am very doubtful 
if it can be accomplished on account of the pressure of the business 
in the Senate, but I will nevertheless call their attention to your very 
kind invitation. 

Mr. Harrigan. Thank you, Senator. 

Chairman Murray. Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Strona. No. 

Mr. Robinson is present. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. ROBINSON, FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK 
AUTHORITY 


Mr. Rosrnson. My name is Charles C. Robinson and I am a member 
and officer of the Fairfax County Park Authority, an official body set 
up under Virginia State legislation for the acquisition, development, 
and management of park areas. 
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The park authority was legally constituted by the Fairfax County 
Board of Supervisors in 1950, the year in which the enabling legisla- 
tion was enacted by the State legislature. In 1952, the-park authority 
acquired from the receivers of the Washington & Old Dominion Rail- 
way Great Falls Park in Virginia which included a limited but ex- 
tremely strategic frontage on the river at the falls. This relatively 
small park is entirely surrounded by 887-acre landholding of the 
Potomac Electric Power Co. 

As soon as the park authority began cleanup of the accumulated 
debris of many years, it became painfully evident that the small 
county owned area would be inadequate to serve the suddenly increas- 
ing numbers of those who desired to use the park. As a result, we 
entered into an agreement with Pepco to lease an additional 60 acres 
adjacent to our park land. The Potomac Electric Power Co. has 
been extremely helpful and generous in permitting us to use this 
leased area as well as permitting the park users to wander through 
much of the rest of their property with its scenic, biological, and 
zoological interests as well as to freely visit the well-defined ruins of 
the old canal and locks constructed by the Potowmack Co. under 
the initial presidency of George Washington. A small settlement 
called Matildaville for which George Washington and others had 
high hopes and which was named for the wife of “Lighthorse” Harry 
Lee, was constructed and the foundations and some walls are still in 
evidence. 

In 1939 a plan was developed by the National Capital Planning 
Commission showing a dual-lane divided highway along the bluffs 
of the Potomac, a portion of which extended from the Leiter estate 
at Langley to a proposed bridge above Great Falls in the neighbor- 
hood of River Bend. 

For a number of years the construction of this parkway was termi- 
nated at Spout Run in Arlington County but with the advent of 
the coming CLA installation at Langley money became available to 
extend it from Spout Run at least to the CLA site. Federal and 
county money is now available to carry it from the CIA site to the 
proposed Cabin John Bridge and circumferential highway. 

If those who design this section of the parkway construct it as 
was necessary in Arlington, along the edge and side of the blufts, 
much of the natural gorge of the Potomac will be changed and we 
feel that its natural beauty, will be destroyed. 

In addition, the 1939 plan proposed the acquisition of some 700 
acres of the Pepco tract from Difficult Run to the Government water 
supply dam above the falls. The 1939 plan which was exhibited in 
testimony before the House Appropriations Committee showed the 
dual-lane divided highway bisecting the Pepco tract in very close 

»roximity to the old Potowmack locks and the ruins of the town of 
Matildaville as well as crossing Difficult Run approximately halfway . 
between State Route 193 and the river, one of the most scenic spots 
in the metropolitan area of Washington. Not only would this pro- 
posed superhighway, called “parkway”, have bisected this priceless 
natural area, but it would have seriously endangered the herd of 
deer, the pair of bears, and all the other wildlife which thrives in this 
natural area and which we have made every effort to preserve for 
the enjoyment of all the people. 
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Nowhere in this country is there an area of this size which has so 
many natural, scenic, and historic interests so convenient to a large 
central city, and the Fairfax County Park Authority feels that it is 
quite vital to preserve this area and its features not only for today’s 
population but for the many generations to come. , f 

In view of the concern which the Fairfax County Park Authority 
feels as to the impact of a continuous road on the gorge of the Potomac, 
of the Virginia Highway Department’s announced plans for the dual- 
ization of Route 193 which parallels the river a short distance away, 
and because of our concern not only as to what would happen to the 
natural and historic features of the Pepco tract but the swallowing 
up of the existing county park which now serves a quarter of a million 
people a year, the park authority, at its meeting of July 8, 1957, au- 
thorized us to present its views for your committee’s consideration. 

Our recommendations to your committee are these: 

1. That a complete restudy of the 1939 plan be undertaken. 

2. That any land-acquisition program between the proposed Cabin 
John Bridge and Difficult Run include, if possible, only adequate land 
to protect and preserve the natural scenery of the gorge, and possibly 
portions of the adjacent valley. 

3. That the development of any park road include only a two-lane 
facility which would follow as nearly as possible the contours of the 
land so as to do no destruction to the gorge or that this park road 
be approximately parallel and adjacent to Route 193 with access roads 
leading from it to overlooks along and to the river. We understand 
that if a park road were so located, substantial donations of lands 
could be had from large property owners. 

4. That if any substantial portion of the Pepco tract shall be ac- 
quired by any agency of the Federal Government, rather than the 
county of Fairfax, that prior to the acquisition of this land by any 
Federal agency mutually agreeable and binding provisions shall be 
entered into for local participation in development, utilization and 
management of this tract. 

While we have the highest regard for the splendid work which the 
National Park Service is doing throughout the country with relation 
to parks and historic monuments, we feel that present and potential 
local and metropolitan park visitors at Great Falls Park, Va., could 
probably best be served by responsive local management. 

We have entered into an agreement with the American Society of 
Civil Engineers, so that if and when we acquire the property, we will 
‘arrange with them that they will do development, and we will lease 
that historic part of it to them for an indefinite period and, of course, 
for no fee. 

In essence, our feeling is that we want no major highway. We 
haven’t had the chance to study this latest proposal which was ad- 
vanced yesterday. We have our reservations about any proposal of 
this kind which has no official backing. 

We would like very much to see a plan officially adopted before any 
action in the way of an appropriation is made by this committee. 

That completes my statement. l 

Mr. Srona. Mr. Robinson, would you supply the committee with a 
short statement of your appraisal of the alternate plan which has been 
proposed after you have had time to check it ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes, sir. 
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(See supplemental statement of Mr. Robinson at p. 52.) 

Chairman Murray. The statement which you have this morning is 

a joint statement by John W. Brookfield and yourself. 

Mr. Rosrnson. Yes. Mr. Brookfield is not here. 

Chairman Murray. The next witness is Conrad Wirth, Director of 
the National Park Service. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE 


Mr. Wirrn. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 

I only have a few words to say, Mr. Chairman, and I have no pre- 
pared statement. 

I have gone over the technical reports. Of course as you perhaps 
know I was an employee of the Planning Commission back in 1928, 
1930, and 1931, when many of these plans were conceived and worked 
out, and the C ‘apper- -Cramton Act was enacted. I want you to know 
that the National Park Service fully supports the principle of the 
Capper-Cramton Act and the technical plans that have been worked 
out. 

I do believe there are some details that will need some adjustment, 
but I do say this, sir, that nowhere in the country, or anywhere in 
the world, to my knowledge, is there an opportunity like we have here 
in Washington on the George Washington Memorial Parkway, and I 
most sincerely urge and hope that there will be no curtailment of the 
plan to complete - the George Washington Memorial Parkway from 
Great Falls down to Mount Vernon, and Fort Washington on the 
Maryland side. 

I feel that it has taken too long already to acquire the lands and to 
complete it. Even if there is no road built at all, | would say that the 
acquisition of the land along the Potomac River, if we preserved the 
gorge, and the lands on the Maryland side below Washington, is of 
utmost impor tance. 

I most sincerely urge, sir, that no curtailment in the dev elopment of 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway, or at least the acquisition 
of the land, be further extended. 

As I understand it, as far as the Maryland section south of Wash- 
ington, to Fort Washington, there is no controversy or no details that 
have not been worked out satisfactorily between the State, county, and 
ourselves, and the Planning Commission. On the Virginia side ‘above 
the Cabin John Bridge, up to Great Falls, it is my understanding that 
there is a question of how to proceed rather than not doing anything 
at all. 

I urge that I am sure we can adjust our differences and we can pro- 
ceed with this project. It is of the utmost importance, in my opinion. 

Chairman Murray. Thank you, Mr. Wirth. 

Do you desire to file any prepar ed statement ! 

Mr. Wirrn. I felt that this was going to be more of a Planning 
Commission meeting, and I have not prepared a statement. I ama 
member of the Planning Commission and Support it as such. Cer- 
tainly as Director of the National Park Service, I am strongly in 
favor of this. I can prepare a supplementary statement and put it in 
the record, if you — sir. 

Chairman Murray. Very well. You may doso. 
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(The supplemental statement referred to follows:) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT ON THE GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY IN 
Farrrax County, VA., AND PRINCE GEORGES CoUNTY, MD., By ConrAD L. WIRTH, 
Director NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


The following supplementary statement is submitted to the committee for 
consideration in connection with my testimony before the Committee on the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway on July 12,1957. 

The letter of May 2, 1957, addressed to the Honorable Carl Hayden, chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee of the United States Senate, signed by Mr. 
Harland Bartholomew, chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission, 
has been included in the testimony as presented by Mr. John Nolen, Jr., on be- 
halt of the National Capital Planning Commission. The National Park Service 
is in full accord with the statements contained in that letter and is also in 
full agreement with the revised plans which have been more recently developed 
for the National Capital Planning Commission by Mr. Charles W. Eliot. Copies 
of the plans for both the Fairfax County and Prince Georges County sections 
of the parkway were presented to the committee by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. 

In Fairfax County the plan recommends improvement of the intercounty 
circumferential highway between the Cabin John Bridge and Route 193 in 
general accordance with parkway standards, including limited access and pro- 
tection of the adjoining natural surroundings, continuation of this protective 
type of improvement on Route 193, and similar improvement of the access into 
Great Falls Park. 

The lands recommended to be acquired for the parkway include the valleys 
of both Scott Run, Bulineck Run, and the valley bordering Madeira School from 
the river to Route 193. Sufficient land back from the river is included between 
the Cabin John Bridge and the Madeira School property which would permit 
later construction, if it should ever become needed, of a single park-type 2-lane 
road further inland from the 4-lane road previously proposed under the 1939 
plan. The need for a park road parallel generally to Route 193 might never 
develop, but the acquisition of land should be sufficient to provide for its lo- 
cation. 

Particular reference is made to the next to the last paragraph in the Com- 
mission’s letter of May 2, which states: 

“The Commission particularly desired to have it made clear that plans for 
land acquisition and development can, under the law, be accomplished only by 
joint agreement between the Commission, on behalf of the Federal Government, 
and the county and State, which must supply matching funds. This require- 
ment assures that there must be agreement on all phases of the development 
which are of interest to the local community before either acquisition or de- 
velopment can proceed.” 

We believe that the revised plans, prepared for the Commission, meet substan- 
tially all of the objections previously voiced by county and local organization rep- 
resentatives to the original development plans. The National Park Service will 
continue to cooperate fully with the Planning Commission, the county, and the 
State in this regard. 

In the Prince Georges County section, the plan recommended by the Commis- 
sion is largely that previously recommended for many years, taking into account 
the developments which have occurred recently. As brought out during the hear- 
ing, there is no question as to the desirability and need for this section, the 
State and the county both being in full accord that the project should be com- 
pleted at the earliest possible date. The National Park Service has included in 
its mission 66 program the funds necessary to complete this entire section and 
will be prepared to award contracts for construction in 3 successive years start- 
ing on July 1, 1958. 

I recommend, therefore, that the committee propose to the Appropriations Com- 
mittees that they restore the funds for the land acquisition of both the Fairfax 
County and Prince Georges County sections as supplemental items in the 1958 
fiscal year appropriations. The National Park Service is in full agreement with 
the recommendations of the National Capital Planning Commission that the 
entire George Washington Memorial Parkway land-acquisition program should 
be completed as soon as possible as a matter of economy to the Federal Govern- 
ment. It is our considered opinion that completion of this worthy project is 
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now, more than ever, necessary and desirable because of the rapidly increasing 
population and the accelerated reduction of land available for the parkway. 

Chairman Murray. John Nolen and Charles Eliot will be the next 
witnesses. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN NOLEN, JR., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Noten. Mr. Chairman, in my preliminary statement yesterday 
I put in the record this letter of May 2, which the Commission filed 
with the Appropriation Committee, and which stated that the Com- 
mission expected to restudy the 1939 plan and give consideration to 
all additional proposals that had come to its attention. That restudy 
has been made, as we indicated yesterday, in the form of Mr. Eliot’s 
report. It was suggested at the close of the hearing that perhaps I 
might summarize the significance of his recommendations and their 
consistency with the statements set forth in the May 2 letter. 

The plan that was prepared in 1939 is shown here, with the land 

acquisitions that it required. 

As I indicated at the time, this plan was born of a desire and a ne- 
cessity at that time to secure the cooperation of the landowners through 
dedications of at least half of the value of the land in order to meet the 
requirements of the law because at that time there was no financial 
ability on the part of the local community to participate. 

_ We were very careful in presenting our statements to the Appropri- 
ations Committee to indicate that we held no brief for this plan, neces- 
sarily, and that it would be reviewed very carefully before any acquisi- 
tions were made. Of course:it would have to be the subject of agree- 
ment between the county, the State, and the Planning Commission, 
which the law requires. This review of Mr. Eliot’s has indicated that 
it would be very undesirable to have a road on this rugged piece of 
a between the Cabin John Bridge location and the Madiera 
chool. 

There are definite objections from the school to any road in the 1939 
location. We-have told the school authorities that we had no intention 
of projecting such a road. 

As I will show you in a moment, we have a plan now that will not 
involve, certainly at this time, any part of the school property. We 
pointed out in our May 2 letter, that a probable access had to be 
worked out here. Mr. Eliot has proposed a threefold plan: First, a 
possibility of roads through these subdivisions, of a continuous charac- 
ter, that would provide access vertically to the river; secondly, there 
might be additional access down these stream valleys; thirdly, if and 
when needed, an access along an expanded park, a taking which would 
increase the depth from the river of land required in this rugged sec- 
tion, so that any winding park road that might at any time be neces- 
sary, as suggested here, would be well back from the bluffs and in the 
general area of and adjacent to the land that will in the future be sub- 
divided. 

_ The problem of through circulation would be taken care of in this 
manner. Since the road up to the CIA and to the bridge will, in order 
to meet traffic requirements incident to CIA and the general develop- 
ment of this area, require a 4-lane road, we propose that the through 
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traffic follow the outer circumferential to Route 193, which we under- 
stand is scheduled to be improved by the State as a 4-lane road. 

The traffic using the parkway and bound, say, to the Great. Falls area 
as a terminus, would then follow this latter road. There would be no 
point in following the other road, because there would be neither the 
capacity nor the type of alinement which would encourage through 
traffic. 

We have indicated an abandonment of any acquisition of the school 
property for the simple reason that the school is an active, going con- 
cern. As long as they maintain and use the property in the manner 
now used, that is consistent with the objectives of the law, to preserve 
the Palisades and the gorge of the Potomac. 

That is the result of the restudy of the 1939 plan and the substitute 
now proposed for it. 

If there are any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 

Mr. Stone. There are three white areas between the highway and 
the river below Madeira School on your map. There is no plan for 
acquisition there ? 

Mr. Noten. No. These would be areas that will be subdivided. In 
that connection, I might point out the difference between the dark 
green and the light green. The light green is the expanded taking, 
over and above the 1939 plan, which we believe can be accomplished 
with the same funds that we had budgeted by reason of eliminating 
the takings we had provided financial resources for in the Madeira 
School area. 

Mr. Stone. You indicated yesterday, I think, that there were some 
old estates that you might get agreements on. 

Mr. Noten. Yes, sir; there are. We have had some discussion, but 
they have not yet been conclusive. We do hope that the larger land 
owners will wish to aid and abet the parkway in some way, and that 
we can work out a taking line which will retain whatever residual 
interest they might want to retain. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Murray. Thank you. 

(Mr. Nolen subsequently sent the committee the following letter :) 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Senator Murray: At the hearings which you held on July 11 and 12 
in response to the request of the Appropriations Committees to review the plans 
for the George Washington Memorial Parkway, a number of questions were 
raised that indicated some misunderstanding as to the procedures that have 
to be followed before any Federal funds may be expended under the Capper- 
Cramton Act. This letter, therefore, is for the purpose of clarifying this matter 
and answering other primary questions that were raised. 

The Capper-Cramton Act specifically provides that no money shall be expended 
by the United States for lands for any unit of the parkway until the Planning 
Commission shall have received definite commitments from State and local 
authorities for one-half the cost of acquisition. Compliance with this provision 
requires a formal agreement between the Commission, representing the United 
States, and the State or local agencies contributing funds to the United States, 
such agreements being subject to the approval of the governor of the State and 
the President of the United States. Five such agreements have been consum- 
mated for units of the parkway on the Maryland side of the river and five for 
units on the Virginia side. 
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It has been customary for such agreements heretofore to include, in addition 
to. a specific plan for the areas to be taken and the approval of costs, any other 
matters that either the Commission or the contributing agencies may desire to 
have made a condition precedent to the financial commitments. 

‘Consistent with the foregoing practice, the July 3 resolution of the Fairfax 
County Board of Supervisors stated quite appropriately that while supporting 
the general principle of park acquisition for the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway, the county would not commit its funds until after the plans of the 
National Capital Planning Commission and related matters have been first 
presented to the county planning commission and board of county supervisors 
and discussed and reviewed by those bodies. This is the procedure that has 
been followed in previous cases and is expected to be followed in this case 
before any agreement is drawn and before either the county or State makes 
any financial commitment. Moreover, since the county has stated that certain 
features of the plans involving both development and use of the lands to be 
taken are of concern, such features could become a part of the agreement under 
which the funds are committed. Thus the agreement may include, in addition 
to the usual provisions defining the area to be taken and the establishment of 
cost, such matters as the location of access roads and “method of supervision 
and control of the park facilities.” Since the agreement is approved by the 
President of the United States, it will be binding on all Federal agencies. 

Question was raised as to adequacy of the funds requested to complete the 
parkway acquisition. Procedure in this matter has also been standard. Ap- 
propriation estimates are prepared by the Commission’s land purchasing officer 
and are based on sales and appraisals of comparable land, and on discussions 
with different appraisers. In the case of Fairfax County, the opinion of qualified 
county authorities was secured and allowance made for known physical factors 
affecting values, such as the amount of land within the taking lines which is 
subject to flood or is steep, heavily wooded hillside unusable for building. While 
individual agreements for acquiring units of the parkway are framed around 
available funds, no land is purchased until precise boundary surveys and a 
parcel-by-parcel appraisal have been made. 

As stated at the hearing, the modified plan following Mr. Eliot’s recommenda- 
tion has been prepared in accordance with the Commission’s letter of May 2 
to the Appropriations Committee. Since the hearing, the Chairman of the Com- 
mission, the Director of the National Park Service, and the representative of 
the Commissioner of Public Roads—the members of the Commission most di- 
rectly concerned—have accepted the modified plan as meeting the objectives 
expressed in the May 2 letter. 

I am sure that the entire membership of the Commission is in hearty accord 
with the feeling expressed in the resolution of the board of county supervisors 
that cooperation and coordination between the Federal Government and Fairfax 
County are essential to the eventual success of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway. This has been the spirit under which the project has advanced to 
the completion stage, and there is no reason why it should not be finished under 
the same circumstances. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN Noten, Director. 


Chairman Murray. The next witness is Mr. Claiborne Lee, Fair- 
fax County, Va., supervisor of the county commission. 


STATEMENT OF CLAIBORNE LEIGH, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA., 
SUPERVISOR OF THE COUNTY COMMISSION 


Mr. Leien. Mr. Chairman, my name is Claiborne Leigh, and I rep- 
resent the Grangeville district of Fairfax County on the board of 
supervisors. The Grangeville district encompasses the plans which 
You see on the wall. My constituents and myself, of course, are very 
concerned about the future of the park and the future of the plans, 
and, particularly, with anything to do with highways through this 
section. 

I am not sure whether Mr. Massy yesterday, who was scheduled to 
appear here, actually did appear and read the resolution of the board 
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which was passed 2 weeks ago at a regular meeting, the resolution per- 
taining to this acquisition of land and to the future development of 
the park area between Cabin John and Great Falls. If he did not 
read it, or assuming that he did not, I would like the opportunity to 
read it now. 

Mr. Srone. For your information, Mr. Leigh, Mr. Nolen read the 
resolution, and we received a copy for the record from the board. So 
we do have that. 

Mr. Leicn. Very well. 

Let me explain the background of this resolution, to a certain ex- 
tent. Earlier in the year, Mr. Nolen on behalf of the National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission, requested our county executive to 
ask the board to indicate a spirit of cooperation in the whole park 
project. That is, from its terminus now at CIA all the way up to 
Great Falls. 

You, I am sure, have that correspondence in the filesomewhere. We, 
in some degree of haste, expressed a willingness to cooperate, but 
did not understand entirely what we were cooperating about. Of 
course, it is up to the county in this situation to produce one-fourth 
of the land acquisition funds, and that is all. The rest of the project 
is handled by the Federal Government. 

We were quite confused over this matter, and as you know the 
newspapers carried full reports and full confusion for a long period 
of time. 

Mr. Nolen subsequently went to the congressional committee and in- 
dicated that he had the spirit of cooperation that he wished from 
Fairfax County, and subsequent to that date we asked Mr. Nolen 
and other members of the National Capital Parks and Planning Com- 
mission to appear before our board and to discuss this matter with 
us so that we would be better able to tell which way the Government 
wished to go. 

At that particular informal meeting, the county expressed unani- 
mous willingness to contribute the necessary funds for he extension 
of the parkway from CIA to the Cabin John location. 

At that point, there came considerable disagreement. The gist and 
the upshot of the meeting was that we were unwilling to commit 
funds for land acquisition beyond that point unless and until the 
plans for the eventual project, not simply the land itself but the 
eventual project, in some preliminary fashion were presented to us 
by the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, or the ap- 
propriate Federal agency. _ 

Mr. Nolen indicated he did not consider us committed beyond Cabin 
John, and that was the substance of the meeting at that time. 

Later, 2 resolutions were introduced which failed by a 4 to 3 
vote, those 2 resolutions concerning the same matter, but the question 
of wording was debated at great length. 

Finally, the resolution as in the record yesterday is what we came 
up with. What this means to us is that we wish to cooperate, and 
we do think that the gorge of the Potomac and certain lands along 
the Potomac River should be park lands. That is the opinion of the 
board. We are also very concerned and are very anxious to acquire 
the Potomac Electric Power Co. property up at the edge of the Great 
Falls Park that the county now owns. 
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Our problem is simply this, we do not want to see this area devas- 
tated by large dual highways or, for that matter, any type of high- 
way, which would tend to create a large population in an area merely 
for the sake of driving along and perhaps picnicking along on benches 
and things of that kind which, as you know, would be put up along 
the edge of the road. 

We think that the area is one of the most beautiful areas in the 
eastern part of the United States, and that it should be preserved for 
park and recreation purposes. But in that connection, the question 
of highways is a very tenuous proposition, and I am sure that you 
gentlemen can readily understand that the type of access that is put 
into such area could, to a great degree, determine its effectiveness as 
a park. 

To carry it one step further, the Potomac Electric Power Co. prop- 
erty, consisting of some 800 acres, to the southeast of the Great. Falls 
Park which the county now operates, we would like to acquire that as 
soon as possible, but the county is limited in funds. We have not 
current revenue to do that, and we do not anticipate that we can float 
any bond issue to this effect. 

f the Federal Government could help us to acquire the Potomac 
Electric Power Co. tract, through whatever Federal legislation is now 
on the books that would be appropriate for this purpose, then we 
would certainly like to help the Federal Government and get the fi- 
nancial help of the Federal Government in acquiring the other park 
lands or lands that would ultimately become park lands between 
Cabin John and Great Falls. 

Similarly, the question of the widening of 193, which I see has been 
thoroughly discussed yesterday, and which has been mentioned in 
the morning paper, is of concern to us. If there is to be an access or, 
you might say, a long distance access system, from Maryland or from 
the south Virginia shore, up to Great Falls, then the logical way to 
make that interchange is by using the Cabin John circumferential, 
tying into 193 and widening 193 up to the point where it will come 
back into the park again. 

Mr. Srone. You heard the alternate proposal. Do you think that 
might serve as the basis for negotiation between Fairfax County and 
the Park Service ? 

Mr. Letau. Yes, sir; I certainly do. 

I would like, if I may, to point out something on the map. This 
is the first time I have seen this plan, and Mr. Nolen no doubt has 
been working on it quite strenuously since he met with us. 

As far as this was concerned, I was quite worried that we might 
not be able to accomplish this at all for the reason that Federal legis- 
lation might not be broad enough to encompass any help along this 
road. I still do not know the answer to that. 

This road was originally scheduled to be a State and Federal 50-50 
project, and the widening would come around 5 years from now. How- 
ever, if the Federal Government can help this situation on a 90-10 
basis, or whatever basis is ordinarily used in these parkway projects, 
this would be in some ways an answer to the maiden’s prayer. 

As far as the access roads, we have not had a chance to investigate 
them or analyze them, and we would like to know more about them. 

If you have any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 
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Chairman Murray. Thank you very much, Mr, Leigh. 
The next witness will be Scott Seegers. 


STATEMENT OF SCOTT SEEGERS, McLEAN, VA. 


Mr. Srercers. The newly amended plan of the National Capital 
Planning Commission for the proposed extension of the George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway in Fairfax County, Va., is so qualified with 
provisional phrases that their true intentions remain obscure. 

The National Capital Planning Commission and the National C api 
tal Parks have proved untrustworthy custodians of the irreplaceable 
natural beauty they are called upon to preserve. The physical evi- 
dence of past performance is more convincing than well-hedged prom- 
ises for the future. 

The Capper-Cramton Act specifies that the shore of the Potomac 
shall be protected and preserved in its natural state. Between Alex- 
andria and Mount Vernon so many smal] trees, such as dogwoods, 
and so much native shrubbery has been removed to provide split- 
second “scenic vistas” for the hurtling motorist that the shore of the 
river has eroded seriously. Every heavy rain now topples into the 
river a few tons of earth that often carry large trees with it. 

Upstream, between Alexandria and Washington, a large and in- 
teresting marsh once provided food and shelter for thousands of water- 
fowl and related wildlife. Today the marsh and the ducks and the 
cattails are gone, and the National Airport occupies the site. 

Farther upstream, Columbia Island, also a part of the George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway property, was until recently an important 
nesting site for great numbers of native songbirds, The island has 
been so “improved” by clearing and cutting that few suitable nesting 
refuges remain. 

The strip-mining operation carried out atop the once-magnificent 
palisades of the Potomac in Arlington County, dow nstream from 
Chain Bridge, has caused widespread criticism of the Planning Com- 
mission’s and the National Capital Parks’ callous destruction ‘of this 
inspiring stretch of wilderness. The devastation here would be un- 
believable if one had not seen it. Huge trees, many of them well 

over a hundred years old, were cut. Some were used for timber. 
Others were pushed down the bluffs. Others were burned. The forest 
stripped away, the engineers then blasted and bulldozed the tops of 
the ridges into the ravines, burying trees, shrubs, and flowers under 
hundreds of thousands of tons of earth and rock. Clear woodland 
streams were channeled into concrete culverts. Forested glens were 
transformed into miniature steep-sided deserts of bare earth and 
rock, 

Farther upstream, partly on land once earmarked for the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway, the CIA plans its monster installa- 
tion. More forest land is being destroyed and more streams defiled 
in order to bring the concrete to the CIA door. In this section, there 
stood a magnificent white oak until a few weeks ago. Its leaves 
formed an immense green mass above the rest of the forest. 

Two feet above the ground, its mighty trunk was 44 inches in diam- 
eter, and it rose 32 feet to the first branch. They cut it almost 
through, and still the giant stood there, even in destruction unable 
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to accept the fact of death. Men with heavy hammers pounded 
wedges into a saw cut to tilt it off balance. Reluctantly, then, it 
began to lean. Gathering speed, it crashed into the forest, carrying 
down beneath its massive branches half a dozen lesser trees. Its 
impact shook the earth. There was not a single decayed fiber in that 
entire huge oak. I asked the man who cut it how old it was. He looked 
at it thoughtfully. “Two hundred years at least,” he said, and added, 
“at least that much.” 

When George Washington surveyed the shores of the Potomac, that 
tree was there. It was a good-sized tree when he became President. 

To me, such a tree as that is a temple. It is a source of inspiration 
and a place of worship as hallowed as anything man can build. It 
would have been a more fitting monument to George Washington 
than all the concrete the engineers can mix and pour. Today it is 
a rafter, 20 inches thick, 26 inches wide, 40 feet long. Any planner, 
any roadbuilder, who would not detour his concrete lanes a few yards 
in order to allow that great white oak to stand takes very lightly his 
responsibility as a protector of natural scenery. 

With this record before us, we in Fairfax County regard with some 
reservations the Planning Commission’s latter-day assurances that 
upstream from the proposed Cabin John Bridge a 2-lane road “might 
be adequate.” 

The expense of this venture also has serious implications for the 
county. The Planning Commission’s estimate of $2 million for land 
acquisition for their proposed right-of-way is far from adequate. 
They propose to take some 1,200 acres, mostly riverfront land. This 


is the most desirable residential land in northern Virginia. The 

estimate breaks down to a little more than $1,600 per acre. Several 

recent. property transfers of riverfront land in this section have aver- 

aged $10,000 per acre. This is the top — but no recent purchase 
t 


has been below $4,000 per acre. How, then, does the Planning Com- 
mission expect to acquire the land for $1,600 per acre ? 

Recent condemnation proceedings bear out this point. The Plan- 
ning Commission seized land for right-of-way for the parkway down- 
stream from Chain Bridge in Arlington County. The Planning Com- 
mission’s estimate of the value of Howard V. Silsby’s land was $3,000. 
On May 10, 1957, the Federal court in Alexandria awarded Mr. Silsby 
$8,350. The estimate of the value of the Smoot Sand & Gravel Co. 
tract was $113,000. On May 20 of this year the same court awarded 
$324,000. 

Since the county is liable for one-fourth the cost of land acquisition, 
the county’s share of the expense would, quite obviously, run closer to 
$1.5 million than to the estimated $500,000. The county is currently 
paying interest on $43 million of bonded debt. We have authorized 
debts up to $70 million. There is serious doubt that county voters 
would agree to accept a still heavier tax burden for the sake of a 
project as vague, as destructive, and as generally undesirable as the 
extension of this parkway farther into the county. 

Now, as to the basic purpose of the Capper-Cramton Act, I want 
to point briefly to a couple of instances on the record. The Glover 
Archibald tract was given to the Government—and I do not know 
whether it was the District government or the Federal Government, 
but it is pretty much the same—given into the care of the Park and 
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Planning Commission under a hidebound agreement that it should 
remain always in its unspoiled, natural condition. 

The only exception to that was consent for a service road, which is 
a very narrow, unobtrusive sort of track, where the park people could 
look after a buried sewer line down through the center of the tract. 
At intervals, ever since that land was accepted under those conditions, 
the park people have made onslaughts on that agreement and have 
tried to use that tiny exception as the pretext for putting everything 
from a regular city-type road to a 4-lane superspeedway through the 
‘middle of the tract today, despite their acceptance of the condition 
that it would remain forever inviolate. 

Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Murray. Thank you very much for your statement. 

ee witness will be Mr. Fontaine C. Bradley, for the Madeira 

ool. 


STATEMENT OF FONTAINE C. BRADLEY, IN BEHALF OF THE 
MADEIRA SCHOOL, INC. 


Mr. Braptey. Before reading my statement, which will be brief, I 
would like to make a few preliminary remarks. Mr. Nolen this 
morning said that at this time the plan does not involve the taking 
of any property of the school. 

That is what troubles me. This sketch which you see exhibits a 
project, and I think most people looking at it would normally get the 
impression that that is what you are asked to approve, roughly—that 
project. 

he fact of the matter is that that is only a tentative project. It can 
be changed overnight. If you gave your lissting to that project and 
later the Senate and House appropriated funds to carry out that proj- 
ect, it could still be changed after the appropriations were granted. 
For instance, if you have the money appropriated, they could then 
change the plans so that you would have a four-lane highway going 
right along the bluff, which is what we have been opposed to. Or 
they could change it so you would have a park and no highway, or they 
could change it so you would have a highway and no park. There is 
nothing definite about it. That is what puzzles me, and, I think, a 
great many people who are interested in the matter. ; 

I am a member of the board of directors of the Madeira School, 
Inc., and am making this statement in its behalf. 

It is a nonprofit, educational institution located in Fairfax County, 
Va. 

Its land comprises approximately 370 acres, bordered on the south 
by present Route 193, and on the north by the Potomac River. Its 
a and buildings alone represent an investment of substantially in 
excess of $1 million in property which, of course, is worth greatly in 
excess of the original investment. 

This past spring, representatives of the National Capital Planning 
Commission requested appropriations for extending the parkway on 
the Virginia side from ia John Bridge to, roughly, Great Falls. 
Its request was based on a tentative plan prepared in 1939. As the 
plan showed a proposed four-lane highway running through the 
school’s property, I appeared in opposition to the appropriation be- 
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fore the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, which conducted hear- 
ings on the matter, and subsequently before the House conferees on 
the Interior appropriations bill. 

I pointed out that the tentative 1939 plan was prepared almost 20 
years ago; that in the interim houses had been built, land-acquisition 
and road-construction costs had increased, additional highways had 
been planned and some had been partially constructed. I also called 
attention to the fact that the old 1939 plan was not firm and that con- 
sequently it was uncertain as to what the appropriation was to be used 
for. It could all be used: for a park or all for a roadway or part for 
each. 

Consequently, I suggested that a current study be made of the 
matter to determine whether to proceed with the highway or park or 
both in the light of present costs and plans for other highways and, if 
so, the most economical way to proceed. I suggested that the results 
of the study be embodied in a firm, definite plan so that the Congress 
would be apprised as to what its appropriation is to be used for before 
appropriating funds. 5 

i to the study, I suggested that it be made jointly by the interested 
governmental authorities which furnish the funds for land acquisi- 
tion. In this connection, it should be noted that, pursuant to the basic 
authorizing act—the Capper-Cramton Act of 1930, as amended—one- 
fourth of the funds for eee acquisition are to be furnished by the 
State, one-fourth by Fairfax County, and one-half by the Federal 
Government. Consequently, the three governmental authorities 
which should make the study are the State of Virginia, the county of 
Fairfax, and the Federal Government, the latter acting through the 
National Capital Planning Commission. 

In short, the businesslike approach has seemed to me to be to deter- 
mine first what the project is to be before appropriating funds for it. 
In order to determine what the project is to be, it is necessary to have 
the plan approved not only by the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, but also by the State and county, which together furnish 
one-half of the funds. No plan has been approved by the State or 
county. In fact, the county, through its board of supervisors, has 
stated that it will make no commitment until the plans for the project 
have been submitted to and approved by it. 

Moreover, although representatives of the National Capital Plan- 
ning Commission have submitted a tentative rough sketch, it has not, 
to my knowledge, been approved by that Commission. 

This plan, so far as I know, has not been approved by the National 
Capital Planning Commission. Certainly, it has not been approved 
by the county. 

Mr. Stone. I think that is correct, Mr. Bradley. If this plan were 
made firm, what would be your attitude toward it 

Mr. Brapiey. My attitude if it were made firm would be that I 
would be in favor of it so far as the school is concerned, if we could 
work out agreement as to some minor points in connection with the 
school property. 

Two days ago I was shown this rough sketch. It does not show a 
superhighway crossing the school property but does show a park lane 
running along and within one side of the school property. Perhaps 
with some minor variations an agreement could be worked out with 
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the National Capital Planning Commission along the lines of the 
sketch which would be acceptable to it and the school. However, 
there is no firm plan as the whole matter is subject to negotiation with 
both the State and the county. Consequently, it is not possible now to 
work out such an agreement, although I hope to do so later. 

In the light of the foregoing, my suggestion is that the basic author- 
izing act, the Capper-Cramton Act of 1930, as amended, be amended 
so as to provide in substance that no money shall be appropriated by 
the United States for the acquisition of lands under the act prior to 
approval of firm plans for the project by the State and county authori- 
ties as well as the National Capital Planning Commission. This will 
enable Congress to have before it a plan which has been approved 
by all interested agencies before appropriating funds so that Congress 
will know for what it is appropriating funds. 

Before concluding my statement, I think should mention that there 
are at present at least three projects relating to the Potomac River 
which perhaps should be made the subject of an overall, comprehensive 
study rather than being taken up piecemeal. These are as follows: 

1. The George Washington Memorial Parkway project on both the 
Virginia and Maryland shores of the Potomac. 

2. The Army Corps of Engineers plan for a high-level, multipur- 
pose storage dam in the vicinity of River Bend a few miles above Great 
Falls. This is a dam for the purpose of storing water to supply the 
metropolitan area. The Army engineers recently have held hearings 
on this. 

3. Senate bill S. 77, to establish a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Na- 
tional Historical Park on the Maryland side of the river. Hearings 
have been held on this by this committee. 

Perhaps in the long run it would be desirable to pull these projects 
together in an overall, comprehensive study. Perhaps this would 
complicate matters too much. I simply throw it out as a suggested 
possibility. 

Thank you. D 

Chairman Murray. The next witness this morning is Edward 
Burling, a Fairfax County property owner. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD BURLING, FAIRFAX COUNTY PROPERTY 
OWNER 


Mr. Bururne. When this matter was before the committee last 
month, the sole thing talked about was a 4-lane superhighway on the 
top of the bluffs, to continue the 4-lane hizhway from below Chain 
Bridge, and for that they voted not to appropriate moneys. Now 
Mr. Nolen comes forward with another plan that apparently is to 
take all of this land for a park. That was not even mentioned at 
the previous hearings. 

Now the only change in the highway is that they propose a 2-lane 
instead of a 4-lane. There is the same objection to a 2-lane highway 
on top of the bluffs as there was to a 4-lane highway. 

What seems to me to be very difficult is to know what the plan is. 
Mr. Nolen makes very pleasing statements here today, but he is not 
in the least bound by them. If money were appropriated, he could 
still put in a 4lane highway. You could have it all in a park or 
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you could put it all on the bluff. I think there should be a definite, 
clear plan prepared. 

T have talked to Mr. Nolen personally. I have urged him to call 
in the county officials and the State officials and agree on a plan. He 
has said, “Well, I am willing to talk with them any time.” But talk 
is not enough. He should secure an agreement from the interested 
parties. I know about them, I know they are cooperative, they are 
willing to enter into a sensible plan to improve this whole area. It 
is a big area, which includes the river bottom, the banks, and every- 
thing. 

Duethen thing is if the Congress is asked to appropriate money, 
they should know what they are appropriating for. 

On this part, they should know what the cost is going to be. I 
should not. think that Congress is going to appropriate money for a 
park unless the park were clearly legally defined, not a mere state- 
ment from Mr. Nolen, and that the costs were properly estimated. 

I am satisfied that that park will cost many times what Mr. Nolen 
has suggested. I think that Mr. Nolen should be required, himself, 
as an interested party, to come forward with a definite, clear plan so 
that Congress would know what they are asked to do, and the other 
people interested in it. We do not know definitely that he is bound 
to anything. We do not know just what this is. 

Chairman Murray. Mr. Nolen is present here this morning, and he 
will take note of your statements. 

Thank you very much for your statement. Your formal statement 
will go in the record at this point. 

Mr. Bururne. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to foliows:) 


STATEMENT BY EpwaArp B. BURLING 


The National Park and Planning Commission requested an appropriation to 
eontinue a superhighway along the top of the bluffs from Cabin John Bridge 
to Great Falls. 

The conferees denied the request for the appropriation. 

Thereupon the present hearing was arranged. 

But at this present hearing the Planning Commission has presented an en- 
tirely different request. No longer is it seeking a superhighway along the top 
of the bluffs. 

What it now asks is that the entire valley area on the Virginia side to a depth 
of perhaps 1,000 feet and perhaps 6 miles long shall be taken for a park. It 
has asked Congress for an appropriation to cover the cost. 

An extensive park is proposed. In general this might be said to be a praise- 
worthy undertaking. Congress will be asked to make an appropriation to buy 
land. 

The following points may be worthy of consideration: 

1. How extensive is the park to be? 

This is a very considerable area. It takes in much more than a gorge of the 
Potomac and Great Falls, which were apparently the special object of the 
Capper-Cramton Act. 

This is a proposal of very considerable size and it is a question whether it has 
been adequately considered by all the interested parties. 

2. What would be the probable cost? 

I believe that the cost of acquiring the land for so extensive a park is seriously 
underestimated. ‘There is danger that a part of the land will be acquired and 
then they will have to come back for further appropriation to acquire the balance. 
It would be advisable to have a thorough study made of the probable cost before 
a decision. 

3. Is the terrain suitable for an extensive park? 
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It is not certain that the area is at all suitable for a park. It is not very 
usable. From Great Falis to Cabin John Bridge—a distance of perhaps 6 to 7 
miles—the Potomac River flows over a series of jagged rocks with rapids and 
small waterfalls. It cannot be used for boating of the kind required by a park. 
The banks are frequently overflowed. It is a muddy region. The bluffs are 
irregular and broken. It is not easy to see just what park facilities could be 
installed or how the area could be used as a park. 


4. Since the county of Fairfax must agree to the proposal, would it not be 


wise to submit the plans to the county in advance before seeking an appropria- 
tion? 


I suggest that the wisest course would be to call a conference of representatives 
of the State of Virginia, the county of Fairfax, the National Park and Planning 
Commission, and property owners interested in the general development. Better 
progress would be made if a comprehensive detailed plan were agreed upon and 
presented to Congress. 


Chairman Murray. The next witness will be Mr. Manning Gasch. 


STATEMENT OF MANNING GASCH, McLEAN, VA. 


Mr. Gascu. My statement is very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Manning Gasch. Iam a resident of Fairfax County, a 
propenty owner and a real estate broker of 24 years’ experience. I 

ave had considerable experience in selling real estate in this particu- 
lar section of Fairfax County, Va. 

The statements of the Nationa] Park and Planning Commission 
representative to the Interior and Related Agencies Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations for the fiscal year 1958 contained 
some items which should be reviewed. 

Fairfax County is not in a position to borrow money without a 
referendum of the people, for more than 1 year. The Commonwealth 
of Virginia has not appropriated any money for the extension of the 
parkway beyond the OLA site. This can only be done on recom- 
mendation by the highway department and with approval of the 
general assembly and of the governor. 

The amount of money involved to carry the proposed parkway from 
the CIA site, together with the park land which is proposed to be 
acquired, would place a considerable burden on the Commonwealth of 
Virginia when one considers its many needs for capital expenditures. 

The Commonwealth of Virginia is taking a new look at all park 
proposals within its borders because of recent legal decisions. 

In many instances, in the past where offers have been made property 
owners for the purchase of land in connection with this parkway, 
condemnation proceedings have resulted because of the inadequate 
offers. The awards in numerous cases have been 2 to 3 times the 
amount deposited in the court. In the section of the parkway between 
Route 123 and the CIA site, there are some 26 cases before the court 
at the present time. The amounts placed on deposit with the court 
are only a fraction of the current market value of the land involved. 
This will mean an additional expense over and above the existing 
approval appropriation to complete sections of the parkway already 
authorized. In other words, Senator, you will have to put in some 
more money for what has already been authorized. 

If we are to use the 1939 plan for the parkway and the park land 
through which it will run, there will be an area of over 1,500 acres 
involved, to run the parkway from the Cabin John Bridge site to River 
Bend on the Potomac River above Great Falls. 
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They keep talking with the terminus being Great Falls. It is River 
Bend on the Potomac. 

At the Cabin John Bridge end of the parkway, land in small tracts 
has sold for between $8,000 and $10,000 per acre. At the terminus, 
near the River Bend, land in small tracts has recently sold for $3,000 
per acre. On top of the raw land value involved, the parkway would 
run through a half dozen very fine dwellings, ranging in value from 
$20,000 to $150,000; which would add approximately $300,000 te the 
cost of acquiring the right-of-way and park land. On top of this, the 
taking area of the parkway and the park land would involve 3 fishing 


- camps near the terminus of the proposed parkway, with a commercial 


value well in excess of $200,000. Considering the value of the dwell- 
ings previously mentioned at $300,000, and the value of the fishing 
camps at $250,000 we arrive at a total of $550,000. : 

If the land in the taking area is computed to be 1,300 acres, on 
which an overall valuation of $3,000 per acre is placed, a figure of 
$3,900,000 is the result. 

This will give a total value for land of $3,900,000, dweilings $300,- 
000, the value of the 3 commercial fishing camps, $250,000, or a total 
of $4,450,000 for the total taking area with improvements, This 
figure should be contrasted to the estimate of $2 million which is 
the estimated cost of the land involved by the National Capital 
Planning Commission. This figure is in line with the ratio of awards 
made by condemnation juries to the amount placed on deposit in 
court for land acquisition. 

This committee, and all other jurisdictions involved, should be fully 
aware of the total cost of this project before it is considered any 
further. 

The circumferential highway, which will have an interchange with 
Route 193 and Route 738 from the Cabin John Bridge site, will afford 
adequate access to Great Falls. 

Fairfax County has considered the purchase of.a portion of the 
property of the Potomac Electric Power Co. for park purposes. The 
area in which they are interested contains approximately 750 acres. 
It is already adequately served by roads and trails for access. No 
extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway would be 
required to serve this park area. It would give Fairfax County all 
of the park land it needs in this particular section. 

Senator, this situation has been brought about to a large extent by 
the CIA. A lot of people oppose the CIA out there. They have 
been put out there beyond our control. 

Reading the statement of the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission, they rejoiced over the advent of the CIA and said “That 
helped us to bring the parkway and we are happy about it.” 

I commend Mr. Seegers for his statement on the Glover Archibald 
Parkway. That is what we are agreed about. There is nothing con- 
crete about. this. They can come in at any time and put in a six-lane 
or a four-lane road. We have no confidence in what they tell us. All 
they want is an entering wedge, such as they got in on the oak tree. 
and then the whole thing topples over. 

They will ask for $2 million, and in the final analysis, the figure 
I have named here will be a small figure. This will be a piecemeal 
acquisition over a period of years. This figure, if accurate today, 
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will not be next year or the year after. This may be 10 years in 
acquisition. You are getting into a lot of money for something the 
people do not want. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Murray. The next witness will be Mr, Park Payne. 


STATEMENT OF PARK PAYNE, LANGLEY, VA. 


Mr. Payne. I am Park Payne. My residence is in Arlington, 820 
North Kenmore, Arlington. I own nd just east of Mr. Burling’s 
land, though it is not a large tract. 

I am quite well acquainted with Mr. Ray, and I think I would add 
something in what he expected to say. He is the president of a real 
estate corporation which has zoned and subdivided the land imme- 
diately east of me. It isa tract of 190 acres, and some of his lots have 
sold as high as $10,000 an acre in the recent past. 

I don’t consider it is very candid of Mr. Nolen to put up a map 
here to show what was there in 1939. That map does not show the 
recent changes in this area at all. 

My land 1s located at the right- hand side of the green portion. A 
$90,000 swimming pool was put up in the recent past, but it is not 
shown on the map. There is no indication of the subdivision roads 
that run by the river now. 

The lot that has been referred to rather repeatedly, and which I do 
know the details on, was 2.1 acres and it sold for $21,500. There are 
at least 30-other lots in this area that have been sold recently at com- 
parable prices. 

Chairman Murray. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Payne. Yes, sir. 

T have lived in that area and I have played around there ever since 
-I was a small boy. I own this land within the taking lines, and I 
would like to build a home for my family there as soon as I can. 

T am now and have always been a strong supporter of the original 
plan to build a parkway from Mount Vernon to Great Falls. It 
was wonderful to have Mr. Eliot come back and put the parkway 
back on the original track. 

Mr. Nolen outlined his plans to the Fairfax supervisors recently 
and nobody would guess that the parkway was anything more than an 
access road to the land Mr. Nolen would like to buy along the river. 

Chairman Murray, If you care to, your entire statement will be car- 
ried in the record without reading it, and you may briefly state it. 

Mr. Payne. This is a copy of the transcript of the meeting of the . 
Fairfax board of supervisors that was referred to. Some of ‘the con- 
tent of that statement is unbelievable. You wouldn’t believe that 
they were talking about the parkway. I would like to enter it into the 
record. 

Chairman Murray. You would like to have this inserted into the 
record ? 

Mr. Payne. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Murray. We will receive the document for the committee 
files on this matter. 

Mr. Payne. Mr. Nolen outlined his plans to the Fairfax supervisors, 
and after he finished Mrs. Wilkins made this remark: 


ee 
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Mr. Nolen, as I understand this project, the main object is not to construct a 
road, but to construct a park system, and a road is just a means of access to 
the park. I quite agree that there needs to be some kind of a road above Cabin 
John Bridge in order to make this park available to the people. The important 
thing is the acquisition of this park land. 

I believe you gentlemen are familiar with the original concept of 
the road to be a parkway from Mount Vernon to Great Falls, so the 
pilgrims to that shrine could visit both areas conveniently and go from 
one-end to the other. It is so completely lost sight of that it is 
fantastic. 

To me, the recommendations of Mr. Eliot for the return of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway to its original concept and 
its original location on the old Georgetown Pike is the best news to 
come out of this controversy in a long time. This historic route has 
a much better claim to be included in the parkway than any other 
section of the route. 

It was originally laid down to connect Matildaville at Great Falls, 
which the Lee family was developing, with another townsite which 
they hoped to develop at the head of tidewater at Chain Bridge. The 
route via Georgetown was much easier than the earlier route via Falls 
Church, and Washington made much use of it during his early years 
in supervising the construction of the canal. Much earlier, George 
Washington bought a 300-acre farm at the end of Mill Run. He ad-. 
mired the magnificent homesite on the river bluff at this point. 

About 2 weeks before he died, he was directing a survey of this 
farm. He spent much time admiring the views and he caught his 
death of cold. He returned down this very road to Georgetown that 
night, a sick man, but insisted on continuing to Mount Vernon the-next 
day, where he died 2 weeks later. 

Washington loved the views over the river at Mount Vernon. Wood- 
lawn, Wellington, and Arlington were all owned by members of his 
family, and I believe he built Woodlawn himself, directing the archi- 
tecture and everything else about it. 

Arlington was owned by his grandniece, who inherited it from her 
people. 

He would be horrified to think that an agency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment which he fathered should now seek to prevent all building of 
homes on these blufis and would try to buy up the whole waterfront 
as a memorial to him. 

That is exactly, gentlemen, what they want to do with all this park 
land that they show on the map. They repeatedly state that that is 
their purpose. 

I would like to have Mr. Eliot’s recommendations implemented and — 
enlarged to include the entire length of the Georgetown Pike down 
to its interesection with the parkway above Chain Bridge. 

That can be shown on this right-hand side of the map. 

That runs from Georgetown down to Leesburg, but just this portion 
is what I would like to see included in the parkway. If the Park and 
Planning Commission wants to desert the parkway, turn it over to 
the State roads, that is perfectly agreeable to me. After their recent 
conduct, I am, frankly, disgusted with the parkway. 

Anybody that would just massacre those bluffs in Arlington for no 
good reason when they can put the road at the bottom of the cliff and 
not do it, does not deserve our confidence. Those palisades are gone 
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forever. Those boys made an awful fuss when Smoot blasted some 
rock from the bottom of the bluffs. They go in and cut them to pieces 
in 6 months. There are no palisades left up there any more. Then 
they say they want to preserve the national heaats of the gorge. 

Is a private person who pays a fancy price for land on the river, 
principally because of its beauty, becanse of its beautiful views, going 
to go in there and cut it up, is he going to destroy the beauty that he 
just paid for? No, he is not. The whole concept that the Park Serv- 
ice has to buy all this land to preserve it is just not valid. The land 
in area is all privately owned, has been owned all along, and it is the 
best and most beautiful area. It is much more beautiful than what 
Mr. Nolen has been doing in Arlington. The idea that you must buy 
all of this land to preserve the beauty of the gorge is not valid. That 
is not all of it. He wants about five times as much land as he needs. 

Iam pretty familiar with all of this land, having been over it a num- 
ber of times. He wants to buy back for 3,200 feet. You cannot see 
back 500 feet. You cannot even see back 300 feet most of the way. 
What he wants to do with the land, I do not know. He just tells us 
he wants it, but he does not say why. 

Chairman Murray. Do you cover these statements in your prepared 
document # 

Mr. Payne. No, sir, I do not have a prepared statement. 

Chairman Murray. We will have to recess, and this matter will 
have to go over. 

I wanted to try to conclude this hearing this morning. If I had 
had cooperation and had witnesses file statements with brief explana- 
tions of their statements, we could have done that. 

Mr. Payne. I would like the privilege of filing a statement, sir. 

Chairman Murray. The meetin cae recess. This will have to 
recess subject to the call of the hai and I cannot say when that 
will be. But anybody that wishes to file a statement will have an op- 
portunity todoso. In that way, we may be able to conclude the study 
that we are making. 

Mr. Payne. I will be glad to file a statement, sir. 

Chairman Murray. We have heard all of the individuals that came 
here this morning to testify, but there are a number of witnesses for 
organizations. If they would prepare and file statements it would 
expedite our hearings greatly. 

anybody else have antyhing to suggest here this morning be- 
fore I close the hearing? 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Chairman, has anybody summarized all of 
these complaints and protests to this proposed parkway extension, or 
are hens people just appearing individually, without any coordina- 
tion? - 

Chairman Murray. I believe they are acting individually as far as 
I am aware. The staff will have to review them and try to organize 
some kind of a program of them. I will keep the record open for a 
week so that anyone who desires to file a prepared statement may do so. 

Mr. Buruine. If the proponents file other documents, would we have 
a chance to see those ? . 

Chairman Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buriine. I would like to have the Commission give us a copy 


of anything that they file, too. 
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Chairman Murray. The record will be open to anyone who wishes 
to have information with regard to what has been filed. The staff will 
give you access to all statements filed. With that statement, the meet- 
ing will now be recessed. 

(Pursuant to the chairman’s announcement the following statements 
were subsequently filed :) 


STATEMENT OF ELLERY R. FospicK ror THE MONTGOMERY SYCAMORE ISLAND CLUB 


My name is Ellery R. Fosdick. I represent the Montgomery Sycamore Island 
Club of which I am president. 

The Sycamore Island Club, incorporated under the laws of the State of Mary- 
land in 1889, owns and operates property located in-the Potomac River Valley 
. in Montgomery County in that State. The members of the club, their families 
and friends use the club facilities principally for outdoor recreational purposes. 

We are concerned about the construction now underway and the proposed con- 
struction of the George Washington Memorial Parkways in the vicinity of the 
Potomac River as these will in many places encroach upon areas available and 
admirably suited for parks. These parks are not only needed now to maintain 
a satisfactory balance between park areas and settled areas but will become 
increasingly important as the population of the Washington metropolitan area 
continues to grow. 

A restudy of the need for and plans of the proposed George Washington Memo- 
rial Parkways should, in our opinion, be made before further construction is 
undertaken. The large increase in population of the metropolitan area since 
these plans were first conceived many years ago and the more recently developed 
plans for other highways to serve the area indicates the need for such a study. 
It should be made with the objective of preserving the park land along the 
Potomac River for recreational use wherever this is practicable. 

We are particularly interested in having such a restudy made of the portion 
of the George Washington Memorial Parkway proposed to be constructed in 
Montgomery County, Md., between Chain Bridge and Great Falls as this is in 
the area where the Sycamore Island Club is located. We question whether the 
parkway is needed and if found to be required we urge that it be constructed near 
MacArthur Boulevard instead of near the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal as has 
been proposed heretofore. 





WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MurrAy: I am pleased that your committee is undertaking 
an inquiry into the plans of the National Capital Planning Commission for the 
proposed extension of the George Washington Memorial Highway from Cabin 
John to Great Falls. Conservationists are not convinced that building a four- 
lane highway near the Potomac bluffs is the way “to protect and preserve the 
natural scenery of the Potomac Gorge and the Great Falls of the Potomac,” as is 
clearly specified in the Capper-Cramton Act. : 

The hearings currently being held by your committee already have demon- 
strated the wide scope of public opposition to invasion of this outstanding natural 
area with the proposed roadway. Ample opportunity exists for the location of a 
road to serve the purpose of the National Capital Planning Commission some dis- 
tance from the Potomac Gorge and along existing routes. 

Under such a plan, and with the construction of a limited number of spur 
access roads, I am convinced that the Potomac River Gorge between Great Falls 
and Chain Bridge will become an even more popular recreational area for resi- 
dents of Washington, Virginia, and Maryland than it is today. 

Sincerely, 
IrA N. GABRIELSON, President. 
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STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA-H. RUSSELL OF THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


I am Virginia-Hansford Russell, representing the National Wildlife Federation, 
a membership organization of State affiliate bodies which are made up of local 
conservation and sportsmen groups. The conservation program of the federation 
is financed with contributions from conservation-minded citizens in return for the 
national wildlife conservation stamps. 

The National Wildlife Federation wishes to commend the National Capital 
Parks and Planning Commission on its efforts to revise the proposed route of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway so that the extension in Virginia will not 
destroy the scenic beauty and recreational facilities provided by this historic area. 
The contemplated enjoyment of nature and natural scenery for which parks are 
especially valuable are, of course, impossible in the close proximity of highways 
loaded with roaring traffic. We can be wholly in accord with the planned im- 
provements for Route 193 and its use as extension of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway in Fairfax County, Va. 

If firm commitments are given by the National Capital Parks and Planning Com- 
mission and the National Park Service, that funds granted will be used for addi- 
tions to the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Park only and not for parkway 
rights-of-way with the definite understanding that entry to this acquired area will 
be only by park roads with two lanes and low-speed curves entering from Route 
193 and coming back, but no continuous road through the area or bordering the 
park area limited to scenic vantage points and access areas, We would urge restora- 
tion of the funds. Park improvements such as sanitary facilities, drinking 
water, shelters, and simple trails for naturalists, hikers, and bicyclists should be 
given early consideration. 

Land in the area of the former Leiter estate not absolutely indispensable for 
parkway construction in the CIA area should be conveyed to National Park 
Service as soon as possible for the preservation of its unique scenic attractions. 

We have not held any objections to the extension in Prince Georges County, 
Md., to Fort Washington. If the parkway section in this area is planned to 
enhance and preserve historical and scenic values, we will agree that this por- 
tion of the road would serve the public well by making the area accessible to 
residents and visitors. 

We are not opposed to the restoration of funds for either of these purposes, if 
binding assurances can be obtained that the impairment of the true natural 
character of these areas will be kept to a minimum. 

Our organization, along with other conservation groups, is already on record 
emphasizing the value of both the banks of the Potomac and the C. & O. Canal 
for recreational, educational, and cultural uses, so we will not go into this again 
at this time. However, we trust that National Capital Planning Commission will 
take these factors into consideration when evaluating the rerouting of the section 
of the George Washington Memorial Parkway through Montgomery County, Md., 
as they have in Prince Georges County and Fairfax County. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear here today. 


A STATEMENT BY MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE WIL- 
DERNESS Society, WASHINGTON, D. C., ON EXTENSION OF THE GEORGE WASH- 
INGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY 


I am Michael Nadel, assistant executive secretary of the Wilderness Society, a 
national, nonprofit conservation organization founded in 1935, which numbers 
approximately 11,000 members. 

With respect to the extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
on the Maryland side, we are in agreement with recommendations of the C. & O. 
Canal Association that the parkway must be kept from coming so close to the 
canal, its towpath, and adjacent borders, as to disturb its value as a place of 
quiet recreation. 

The reasons for treasuring the quite surroundings of this historic and scenic 
strip paralleling the Potomac River have been amply given, and I shall not burden 
the record with them. 

As to the plans of 1939 for extension of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway on the Virginia side, along the palisades, to a terminus above Great 
Falls, it is felt that this alinement would bisect and adversely affect the pro- 
jected Great Falls Park which Fairfax County has been expected to establish 
near the gorge of Difficult Run, on what is known as the Pepco tract. 
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The proposed alinement along the palisades on the Virginia side, furthermore, 
would forevermore destroy that quality of remoteness which can still be found 
here, in wilderness-type setting, almost within the metropolitan arms of the 
Capital City of the Nation. 

There is so little left of the sense of remoteness in the environs of the multi- 
tudinous metropolitan area, that there must be a deep sense of obligation to 
cherish these areas for present and future recreation of a nature which becomes 
increasingly rare. 

Of roads and parkways there will be no end of building. They are useful and 
desirable, and they should be planned to exploit their usefulness without ex- 
ploiting and supplanting scenic natural areas bearing that sense of remoteness 
and charm in which man finds his choicest opportunity to be free. 

This concludes my statement. 

I have been requested by the Izaak Walton League of America, Arlington- 
Fairfax, Va., chapter, which has some 350 members, to submit for the record in 
their behalf a resolution opposing extension of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway along the palisades'on the Virginia side. With the chairman’s per- 
mission, I should like to submit this resolution for the record. 

I appreciate very much the privilege of making these remarks. Thank you. 


ARLINGTON-F'AIRFAX CHAPTER, INC., IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 
RESOLUTION—GEORGE WASHINGTON MEMORIAL PARKWAY EXTENSION IN VIRGINIA 


At a regular meeting the Arlington-Fairfax chapter of the Izaak Walton 
League of America on May 14, 1957, unanimously approved a motion to which 
the following resolution gives effect : 

Whereas the National Capital Planning Commission has planned the construc- 
tion of an extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway on the Virginia 
side along the palisades of the Potomac River from Chain Bridge to a terminus 

. above Great Falls; and 

Whereas the proposed alinement would bisect land now being considered by 
Fairfax County as an addition to Great Falis Park, for the preservation and 
protection of the surpassing scenic beauty of the gorge and its surroundings, 
and would thus impair the natural, wild character which gives the area its 
special distinction ; and 

Whereas the proposed George Washington Memorial Parkway extension on 
the Virginia side will have the character of an express highway rather than a 
park road, and thus would destroy by its impact one of the most inspiring 
stretches of unconfined wild nature within reach of the metropolitan area of the 
National Capital; and 

Whereas the present road to Great Falls on the Virginia side, which runs 
parallel to and within a half mile of the proposed alinement of the parkway, 
is scheduled to be widened to 4 lanes, and there is no economic justification for 
2 closely parallel 4lane highways* to Great Falls, through an area zoned for 
low-density population; and 

Whereas it is our conviction that every effort must be made to prevent unnec- 
essary and inexcusable destruction of the remnants of undeveloped natural areas 
that remain available for esthetic, spiritual, scientific, educational, and recrea- 
tional needs within easy reach of the National Capital: Now, therefore, be it 

ResoWwed, That the Arlington-Fairfax chapter of the Izaak Walton League of 
America disapproves the projected alinement of the George Washington Memo- 
rial Parkway extension along the palisades of the Potomac River on the Virginia 
side from Chain Bridge to a terminus above Great Falls, for the reasons described 
in the preamble hereto ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be distributed as shall be deemed 
appropriate. : 


1A recent eaves in plans to make the George Washington Memorial Parkway extension 
on the Virginia side a two-lane highway “for the time being,” does not alter the position 


expressed in this paragraph. 
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WASHINGTON, D. C., July 11, 1957. 


Re hearings on July 11 relating to construction of certain sections of the George 

Washington Memorial Parkway 
Senator James E. Murray, 

Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Murray: As vice president of the Audubon Society of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and chairman for conservation legislation, I request that this 
letter be made part of the record of the present hearings. 

Circumstances prevented my being able to be present in person, and to re- 
quest being heard. 

I understand that the July 11 hearings are concerned with two sections of 
the parkway: (a) Fairfax County, Va., from the proposed Cabin John Bridge 
to Great Falls; (0) Prince Georges County, Md., from the District line to Fort 
Washington. 

The Audubon Society of the District of Columbia is most grateful for the in- 
terest which members of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs have 
shown in preserving the national parks of the Washington area from destruction 
by the intrusion of highways. We are particularly grateful that the committee 
by its present action affirmed that changed and changing conditions in the Na- 
tion’s Capital call for a reappraisal of the need for recreational and natural areas, 
nd that specifically the proposals for the construction of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway should be reexamined. 

The Audubon Society is composed of approximately 1,200 members, most of 
whom live and work in the greater Washington area; but who come from every 
State in the Union. The members of the Audubon Society are not solely, or even 
principally, concerned with bird study. We are equally interested in all aspects 
of natural history, and we are vitally and energetically concerned with sound 
conservation policies and practices throughout the country. We are also con- 
cerned for the conservation of human resources; in this instance in relation to 
adequate natural areas for recreational use by the expanding population of 
Washington and other communities in the middle Potomac valley. 

The specific question before the committee—the desirability and need for the 
extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway in Fairfax County, Va., 
from Cabin John Bridge to Great Falls; and in Prince Georges County, Md., 
from the District line to Fort Washington—present two contrasting situations. 

The extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway on the Virginia 
side of the Potomac from the proposed Cabin John Bridge to Great Falls is in 
our view both unnecessary and undesirable. This stretch comprises the full 
length of the gorge of the Potomac and represents the most dramatic scenery 
of the Washington area, not only for those who live in this part of the Potomac 
valley but for all who visit the Capital. The terrible destruction which has 
accompanied the building of the Memorial Parkway on the Virginia side below 
Chain Bridge can never be repaired and is a convincing demonstration that the 
building of a parkway is not consistent with the preservation of the scenery 
of the gorge. The entire Virginia river side above Chain Bridge should be 
preserved in its present natural state by routing any parkway construction 
beyond Chain Bridge along the route of the present Highway 193. Both High- 
way 193 and Old Dominion Drive are scheduled for improvement. Both parallel 
the river. With adequate planning these two highways could carry all local and 
recreational traffic and give full access to parks and other recreational areas 
along the Virginia side. It should be noted that the Capper-Cramton Act 
directs that the natural beauties of the gorge be preserved, a-mandate that 
present plans of the National Park Service would ignore. The act does not 
specify the construction of a roadway on the Virginia side of the river. Indeed, 
it does not direct that the parkway in Maryland be placed along the C. & O. 
Canal. : 

If the CIA development compels the construction on the Virginia side of the 
Memorial Parkway. in addition to Highway 193 and Old Dominion Road. then 
certainly beyond Chain Bridge the route of the Memorial Parkway should be 
placed well back from the river bluffs so as to preserve the present natural 
character of this singular area. Specifically, construction should be such that 
the natural state of the narrow valleys of the several runs that flow into the 
Potomac in this area is not destroyed. The woodlands that clothe the Virginia 
shore are virtually virgin forests, remarkable examples of climax growths which 
show the primeval relationship of soil, plants, and animals. The area abounds 
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in magnificent trees and rare flowers. These woodlands are essentially outdoor 
museums or laboratories, of great scientific as well as esthetic value. 

Beyond the proposed Cabin John Bridge, there is no possible justification 
for the extension of the Memorial Parkway on either the Virginia side or the 
Maryland side. Such extension would completely destroy the superb bluffs and 
cliffs that line the gorge, completely alter the character of the river and detract 
from the value of the C. & O. Canal Park on the Maryland side. The extension 
of the Memorial Parkway would also destroy two natural areas of inestimable 
value for the present and future recreational needs of the Capital community: 
the Leiter estate and the Pepco tract. 

It is the opinion of the Audubon Society that the entire Virginia shore of the 
Potomac, from the narrow flood plain to the top of the bluffs, from Great Falls 
south certainly to the proposed Cabin John Bridge or the Leiter estate, and if 
possible, south to Chain Bridge, should be preserved for all time as a natural 
park, either as part of a plan to make parts of the Potomac River a National 
River Park, or as part of the National Capital Parks system. The residue of the 
Leiter estate, a very considerable portion which is not required for the CIA 
development, should immediately be given park status. 

It is already in Federal ownership and this park status could be given it by 
a simple decision of the National Capital Planning Commission under existing 
legislation. The Pepco tract, south of Great Falls, is the finest potential park 
site in Virginia within easy reach of the Capital. It should immediately be 
acquired as a natural park recreation area. Under no circumstances should the 
extension of the Memorial Parkway be allowed to intrude on the Pepco tract, 
as its value for recreational uses far exceeds any value that it would have as 
a right-of-way for a highway. 

The Audubon Society has had no opportunity to study the proposed plans 
for the Memorial Parkway in Prince Georges County, Md., from the District 
line to Fort Washington. It would, therefore, be inappropriate for us to express 
any opinion as to the desirability or need for this section of the parkway. Along 
this route there are no scenic areas and natural areas of comparable importance. 
However, if the Memorial Parkway is constructed along this route, the National 
Park Service should be instructed to be more faithful in preserving natural and 
scenic values than the Service has been in its current construction in Virginia. 

The Audubon Society wishes to express its gratitude and appreciation for 
Senator Murray’s action in persuading the National Capital Planning Commission 
to reconsider the location of the George Washington Memorial Parkway from 
Chain Bridge to Cabin John on the Maryland side. If the decision of the 
National Capital Planning Commission does not provide for locating the Memorial 
Parkway, if built, wholly on the top of the bluffs on the approximate site of 
MacArthur Boulevard, we earnestly urge the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs to take whatever action may be necessary to preserve the Chesapeake 
and Obio Canal Park from intrusion and destruction by the highway. 

Yours sincerely, 
NEILL PHILLIPS. 


TESTIMONY OF Dr. SPENcER M. SmiTH, JR... SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE ON NaturAL Resources 


Mr. Chairman, I am most pleased to have the opportunity to appear before 
you today regarding the extension of the George Washington Parkway. In 
addition to being secretary of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources, 
I am also vice president of the National Parks Association; and they have 
requested me to represent them. 

As the chairman is aware, both of these national organizations have a deep 
and sustaining interest in the Potomac River Basin. Though these organiza- 
tions are national organizations and. it is sometimes pointed out that this is a 
local or parochial matter, we have felt for some time that this unique historical 
area occupies a place of such national importance that citizens of the entire 48 
States can interest themselves in the proper development of the Potomac Basin 
with perfect propriety. 

The organizations that I represent here today were prepared to oppose the 
1989 plans of the National Capital Planning Commission with considerable vigor: 
After hearing the National Capital Planning Commission’s proposals of yester- 
day, however, we are cheered by the plan that has been set forth; and we are 
likewise happy to see the 1989 program rejected. We should like to point out, 
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however, that the procedure by which this was done was somewhat unnerving; 


and we are not at all sure as to the status of the plans that were presented. As - 
I understand it, these are tentative plans which are presented to the Congress © 


but have yet to be given the stamp of approval by the National Capital Planning 
Commission. Nor are we aware whether it is within the purview of the National] 
Capital Planning Commission to change the present plans. If so changed, how 
drastic could such changes be without coming before the Congress once more? 
The status of the plan should be crystal clear, since we have had the experience 
of supporting plans only to have them changed and promulgated in a fashion 
with which we did not agree. 

Thus, we choose our words most carefully and hope to be most specific as to. 
what we do approve. Concerning the Virginia side, we approve the taking line as 
suggested in the plans, and we approve the area within the taking lines to be made 
a part of the National Park Service holdings. We see no reason, however, to 
have the paraliel access road running at the back side of the bluff, since access 
roads going to the river are sufficiently interspersed from the traveled Route 193. 
We wish to state specifically that we agree wholeheartedly with making 193 
the dual-lane highway to move the traffic, thus preserving this unique, scenic, 
and historical recreational area. 

We want the committee to understand that our approval in this matter is based 
on the plan submitted by the National Capital Planning Commission on July 11 
as shown by its multicolor map, with the suggestion that the road parallel to 
the river be dropped. We hope the committee will be persistent in tying down 
the National Capital Planning Commission to the plan mentioned above before 
a recommendation to the Appropriations Committee for funds is made. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. PHELAN, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE AMERICAN 
PLANNING AND CIvIc ASSOCIATION 


Through its committee of 100 on the Federal city and by action of its board 
of trustees, the American Planning and Civic Association supported the Capper- 
Cramton Act of 1930 as it had supported the earlier act of 1928 authorizing the 
Mount Vernon Memorial Highway. The George Washington Memorial Parkway 
was to be acquired as a part of the celebration of the 200th anniversary of the 
birth of George Washington to link Mount Vernon with Great Falls, thus preserv- 
’ ing some 50 miles of fine river scenery in the area around the Nation’s Capital. 

The project has proceeded to the point where the appropriations to the Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission now pending would complete the acquisi- 
tion of land for the entire distance on both sides of the river. The arrangements 
on the Maryland side are complete and a great many million dollars have been 
expended on acquisition and construction of the parkway. There is no good 
réason to default on the plan proposed and authorized by Congress nearly 30 
years ago. Conditions have not changed except that each year land becomes 
more expensive to acquire, and any further delay will undoubtedly add to the 
cost of acquiring these Virginia lands needed to complete a project to which 
Congress is already committed and which is nearly finished. 

It is inconceivable that the George Washington Memorial Parkway should fail 
to be completely realized at this late date. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COUNTY OF FarRFax BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS, 
; Fairfazr, Va., July 19, 1957. 
Senator James EB. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Murray: As a supervisor of Fairfax County, I feel that the 
following two points should be made in regard to the National Capital Planning 
Commission’s proposed estimates of the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
in Fairfax County: 

1. The additional property which they propose to acquire will obviously be 
much more expensive than the estimate of the Planning Commission. This 
county is in no financial position to underwrite its share of such an ambitious 
project. 
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2. The proposed plan for the parkway appears to be subject to frequent 
arbitrary change by the Planning Commission. Until the purchase can be 
worked out in detail, after consultation with county and State authorities, I 
strongly recommend that the committee take no further action on the project. 

Yours very truly, 
Stuart T. DEBELL, Member of the Board. 


SPRINGFIELD Civic ASSOCIATION, 
, SPRINGFIELD, VA., July 17, 1957. 
SENATE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : I am writing to you both as an individual and as the president 
of the Springfield Civic Association, Inc., of Springfield, Va., with regard to the 
extension of the George Washington Memorial Parkway above the Cabin John 
Bridge in Fairfax County. 

In April of this year the Springfield Civic Association passed, with one dis- 
senting vote, the following resolution; 

“Whereas the Springfield Civic Association recognizes that preservation of our 
natural scenic park areas is necessary to insure the well-being of the citizenry ; 
and 

“Whereas we realize that action must be taken to reserve these areas before 
the land is lost to development of some sort or other; and 

“Whereas portion of the Potomac Electric Power Co. property adjoining Great 
Falls Park and running south along the Potomac River is one of these recrea- 
tional areas which should be preserved ; be it 

“Resolved, That we urge the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors to— 

“1. Include a large tract of the Potomac Electric Power Co. property in the 
land in question for the George Washington Memorial Parkway in order to pro- 
vide a reservation between the highway and the river; and to 

“2. Use its influence to have the route of the highway located so that a sizable 
area can be preserved between it and the river.” 

During this past year I have attehded several meetings at which plans for 
this highway were presented and discussed, and as a member. of several recrea- 
tion committees in Fairfax County I have become familiar with the problems 
involved to the extent that I have been able to form some personal opinions 
on the matter. In this respect, I write as an individual. 

The questions which come to my mind in trying to decide whether this area 
should become a Federal or a county park were these: 

1. Would the Corps of Army Engineers be able to restore the locks of the 
Old Potomac Canal and the town of Matildaville if the land belonged to 
the county of Fairfax? And 

2. Would the county itself develop the area into an accessibly scenic 
recreational park? 

The answer to the second question appears to be negative, in view of the need 
for recreational funds elsewhere in the county, and on the basis of the reluctance 
shown by the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors in the past to make any 
sizable appropriations for parks and recreation. 

Therefore, I have concluded that the only way to assure the preservation of 
the Potomac area above the Cabin John Bridge and to guarantee its accessibility 
to all who wish to enjoy its scenic values is to have it in the hands of the Federal 
Government. Otherwise, it will remain an inaccessible stretch of wilderness, 
enjoyed by only a handful of individuals who want to keep it that way for 
their own reasons, not the least of which is segregation. 

In considering the new proposal for the route of the highway and the pos- 
sibility of some agreement with the Madeira School to insure the preservation 
of its land along the Potomac, it would seem that the interests of most of the 
citizenry would be served by extending the parkway as per this new plan. 
Delaying land acquisition only raises costs. 

Sincerely yours, 

(Mrs.) ELLaMAE E. Doy te, President. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT BY CHARLES ©. ROBINSON, OF THE FAIRFAx COUNTY 
PARK AUTHORITY, ON THE PROPOSED EXTENSION OF THE VIRGINIA PORTION OF THE 
GrorGE WASHINGTON MeMORTIAL PARKWAY F'ROM THE PROPOSED CABIN JOHN 
BripGe To A BRipGE ABOVE GREAT FALLS 


My name is Charles C. Robinson and I am a member and officer of the Fairfax 
County Park Authority, an official body set up under Virginia State legislation 
for the acquisition, development, and management of park areas. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to file this supplementary statement 
on behalf of the Fairfax County Park Authority. I am particularly appreciative 
since prior to the hearing on July 12, at which I appeared before you, we had 
had no opportunity to study either Mr. Charles W. Eliot’s new proposals for 
this park and/or parkway or his plan (NCPC File No. 105.21-334) which he felt 
would carry out his recommendations. My testimony, therefore, was to a con- 
siderable extent based on our opposition to the 1939 plan which had as its 
integral part a dual-lane divided highway near the bluffs of the river. This 
plan had been presented to justify appropriation of moneys to the House and 
Senate committees and subcommittees concerned with this matter. 

Careful examination shows that the Capper-Crampton Act states that “said 
parkway shall include a highway from Fort Washington to the Great Falls on 
the Maryland side.” No mention is made of any highway on the Virginia side. 

This act also specifically states “that the acquisition of land in the Potomac 
River Valley for park purposes shall not debar or limit or abridge its use for 
such works as Congress may in the future authorize for the improvement and 
extension of navigation, including the connecting of the upper Potomac River 
with the Ohio River, or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for the 
development of hydroelectric power.” 

While we might consider the possibility of any hydroelectric power develop- 
ment at or below Great Falls or any other water use by the Federal Government 
which would be inimical to the present natural gorge of the river as remote, as 
conservationists we feel that there is an incipient threat here inherent in the 
act which cannot be wholly overlooked. 

The Fairfax County Park Authority has for some years hoped to acquire at 
least a substantial portion of the Pepco tract and we feel that this is now 
possible without the expenditure of Federal, State, or local tax revenues—the 
land to be acquired by the modest parking fees which we now charge at the 
county-owned park. If the county of Fairfax were to acquire this Pepco tract, 


this threat, we are advised, could not then exist in that the Federal Government. 


could not exercise eminent domain for hydroelectric power. 

We would agree with Mr. Eliot that park areas in Fairfax County are desper- 
ately needed. Proposed acquisition by the park authority would include all 
of the river frontage from the Maderia Sehool property to the Government dam, 
would include the scenic valley of Difficult Run, the Potowmack Canal, the 
locks and the site of the old town of Matildaville with the historic remains of the 
grist mill and foundry. : 

I would have to disagree with Mr. Charles W. Eliot’s statement filed before 
your committee on July 11-12, 1957, in which he says “only two sections still 
require attention, those on which the Senate Appropriations Committee recom- 
mended a review of ‘desirability and need’—Fairfax County portion above the 
Cabin John Bridge.” While perhaps a detail, many of us interested in the history 
of the Potomac River Valley, as is Mr. Eliot, wonder why Fort Marcy, immedi- 
ately above Chain Bridge and adjacent to the present taking lines of the park- 
way, was eliminated from the parkway if historical sites are an important 
adjunct to the parkway. 

I am not sure but that the Congress showed considerable wisdom when it 
limited a road above the District of Columbia to the Maryland side and appar- 
ently envisioned only a park (not a road or highway) along these high Virginia 
palisades. Anyone who has lived with the compromises which were made as to 
access on the Mount Vernon. Memorial Highway would be extremely wary of 
the philosophy behind Mr. Eliot’s statement on page 3 that “‘the highway * * * 
is needed to provide access, not only for the general public * * *, but also for 
the development, of private properties on the landward side of the parkway.” 
The 1939 plan, to which we objected in our original testimony, posed the same 
serious access problems, the same problems which we encounter on the Mount 
Vernon Memorial Highway where a burgeoning population has, through lack of 
original control of access, made this road to Mount Vernon a dangerous one to 
travel in rush hours, even though very attractive in most places. 
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In commenting on (c) of Mr. Eliot’s summary of findings and recommenda- 
tions—Fairfax County section, we would agree wholeheartedly that the natural 
scenery of the gorge and Great Falls of the Potomac should be preserved and 
protected. I’m not sure but that above Cabin John Bridge much of this.could 
be accomplished by scenic easements, acquisition, but with life tenure by exist- 
ing owners in property along the bluffs, possible purchase in fee simple of 
rugged land along Bull Neck and Scott Runs as access to the bluffs and river, 
plus the acquisition by the Fairfax County Park Authority of the most desir- 
able portion of the PEPCO tract, or a combination of two or more of these. 
If Mr. Eliot’s recommendation No. 2 calling for the acquisition of more land 
than was proposed in the 1989 plan is to be carried out, of course, the present 
appropriation will be totally inadequate without resorting to one or more of 
the aforementioned devices. I am delighted that Mr. Bliot has seemingly 
rejected the road proposals in No. 3 of his Summary but the words “would 
justify for many years to come” still give us no firm assurance that an attempt 
would not be made in the future to justify something closely akin to the original 
1939 road plan. 

In recommendation No. 4 Mr. Eliot proposes a unique road realinement to 
divert general highway traffic over to Old Deminion Drive and then speaks of 
a new parkway entrance to the Great Falls area but other than a slight widen- 
ing and realinement of the present park entrance, I see no indication on the plan 
as to where his entrance road would be. Is it his proposal that the State of 
Virginia build the tie-in from Prospect Hill on Route 193 to a connection with 
Old Dominion Drive or would this be a park road? If the first is true, I question 
the State’s willingness to contribute the cost of land acquisition and construction 
of this section of road. If it is to be a parkway, then under the National Park 
Service regulations, it would not be available to commercial traffic. This would 
leave the possibility of commercial vehicles proceeding from Dranesville on 
Route 7 to the new Cabin John Bridge and Route 123 leading to Chain Bridge 
only the choice of the present tortuous section of Old Georgetown Pike (Route 
193) from the entrance to the park to Prospect Hill. I question whether there 
is legally any way in which the State of Virginia and the Federal Government 
could cooperate in making Route 193 from Prospect Hill down river to the 
circumferential highway either half parkway and half commercial road (two 
lanes for each as it suggested in Mr. Eliot’s report) without the parkway half 
being defined an access road. Such a designaion would seem to be devious and 
extremely hard to justify. 

In recommendation No. 5 Mr. Eliot comes back to the possibility of a con- 
tinuous access road parallel with the river but of a lower standard (no four- 
lane divided expressway as proposed in the 1939 plan). Those of us who are 
concerned with what happens to the river bluffs would feel safer with better 
guaranties than this against an expressway. 

It would be unrealistic, I’m afraid, to surround the small park of 16 acres 
now owned by the Fairfax County Park Authority with 600 to 700 acres of 
Federal park. The county is able at the present time to more than wholly carry 
on maintenance in this park from the parking fees. The park authority, prior to 
writing the letter of September 5, 1956, to the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission which Mr. Nolen used in support of the park and expressway along the 
river before the House and Senate subcommittees, had had what it thought were 
firm assurances from the National Capital Planning Commission’s staff that the 
interests of Fairfax County and Great Falls Park would be protected. This 
included a considerable enlargement of the county park. It would seem impos- 
sible to me to maintain our system of parking fees and therefore a self-supporting 
park operation unless the present county-owned park is considerably enlarged 
and access to it controlled. People are learning to pay for recreation in parks 
just as they pay for movies, ball games or any other form or recreation and 
there is no reason that I can see why the Federal Government, the county, and 
the State should be saddled with the considerable cost of acquisition of this 
tract and the Federal Government from then on the even greater cost of develop- 
ment, maintenance, and upkeep when these services can all be provided by those 
who use the park without a burden on any taxpayer, Federal or local. 

We could not agree with Mr. Eliot more in his final summing up that “it is 
truly surprising the opportunity still exists to carry out the primary purposes 
which Congress approved so long ago.” We agree that opportunity should be 
Seized now without further delay. We seem to disagree, however, somewhat 
basically on how that opportunity should be seized. 
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There are many ideas covered in Mr. Charles Eliot’s testimony with which I 
can wholeheartedly agree. It is certainly a fresh approach from the generally 
discredited 1939 plan. We seem to have a few basic differences and until this 
or some other subsequent plan has the official approval of the National Capital 
Planning Commission and the National Park Service, it, of course has no status. 
We would like to see these two agencies officially approve and adopt some sort 
of a plan so that those who oppose may know what they are opposing, those 
who agree in principle know definitely what those principles are, and those of 
us who may in the end agree wholeheartedly with whatever plan is adopted, 
may be put in a position where we can endorse the plan and support it. 


The committee received, subjequent to the hearings, the following 
letter from Carlton C. Massey, county executive of Fairfax County, 


Va.: 


JULY 25, 1957. 
Hon. JaMes E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: The Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, 
Va., at its meeting on July 24, 1957, directed me to advise you that it has had 
an opportunity to review Mr. Nolen’s communication of July 19, 1957, to you, 
and reaffirms its position as set forth in resolution of July 3, 1957, and that on 
the basis of Mr. Nolen’s letter this board believes that its interests will be fully 
protected by the conferences and coordination outlined therein and will not op- 
pose an appropriation by Congress for the acquisition of the necessary parklands. 

Very truly yours, . 
CaruTon C. Massey, County Hrecutive. 


(Whereupon, at 10:30 a. m., the committee recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 


x 





ore SE 





APPENDIX 


( COMMITTEE Nore.—There are set forth below for convenient reference the 
full text of the Capper-Cramton Act.) 


THe Capper-CrRAMTon ACT 


(46 Stat, 482) 


_CHAP. 354.—An Act For the acquisition, establishment, and development of the Geor 
Washington Memorial Parkway along the Potomae from Mount Vernon and Fort Wash- 
ington to the Great Falls, and to provide for the acquisition of lands in the District of 
‘Columbia and the States of Maryland and Virginia requisite to the comprehensive park, 
parkway, and playground system of the National Capital. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $9,000,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for acquiring and 
developing, except as in this section otherwise provided, in accordance with the 


- provisions of the Act of June 6, 1924, entitled ‘““An Act providing for a compre- 


hensive development of the park and playground system of the National Capital,” 
as amended, such lands in the States of Maryland and Virginia as are necessary 
and desirable for the park and parkway system of the National Capital in the 
environs of Washington. Such funds shall be appropriated as required for the 
expeditious, economical, and efficient development and completion of the follow- 
ing projects: : 
(a) For the George Washington Memorial Parkway, to include the shores of 
the Potomac, and adpacent lands, from Mount Vernon to a point above the Great 
Falls on the Virginia side, except within the city of Alexandria, and from Fort 
Washington to a similar point above the Great I'alls on the Maryland side except 
within the District of Columbia, and including the protection and preservation 
of the natural seenery of the Gorge and the Great Falls of the Potomac, the 
preservation of the historic Patowmack Canal, and the acquisition of that por- 
tion of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal below Point of Rocks, $7,500,000: 
Provided, That the acquisition of any land in the Potomac River Valley for park 
purposes shall not debar or limit, or abridge its use for such works as Congress 
may in the future authorize for the improvement and the extension of naviga- 
tion, including the connecting of the upper Potomac River with the Ohio River, 
or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for the development of hydro- 
electric power. The title to the lands acquired hereunder shall vest in the 
United States, and said lands, including the Mount Vernon Memorial Highway 
authorized by the Act approved May 23, 1928, upon its completion, shall be 
maintained and administered by the Director of Public Buildings and Public 
Parks of the National Capital, who shall exercise all the authority, power, and 
duties with respect to lands acquired under this section as are conferred upon 
him within the District of Columbia by the Act approved February 26, 1925 and 
said director is authorized to incur such expenses as may be necessary for the 
proper administration and maintenance of said lands within the limits of the 
appropriations from time to time granted. therefore from the Treasury of the 
United States, which appropriations are hereby authorized. The National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission is authorized to occupy such lands belonging to 
the United States as may be necessary for the development and protection of said 
parkway and to accept the donation to the United States of any other lands by 
it deemed desirable for inclusion in said parkway. As to any lands in Maryland 
or Virginia along or adjacent to the shores of the Potomac within the proposed 
limits of the parkway that would involve great expense for their acquisition and 
are held by said commission not to be essential to the proper carrying out of the 
project, the acquisition of said lands shall not be required, upon a finding of the 
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commission to that effect. Said parkway shall include a highway from Fort 
Washington to the Great Falls on the Maryland side of the Potomac and a free 
bridge across the Potomac at or near Great Falls and necessary approaches to 
said bridge: Provided, That no money shall be expended by the United States for 
lands for any units of this project until the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission shall have received definite commitments from the State of Mary- 
land or Virginia, or political subdivisions thereof or from other responsible 
sources for one-half the cost.of acquiring the lands in its judgment necessary for 
such unit of said project deemed by said commission sufficiently complete, other 
than lands now belonging to the United States or donated to the United States: 
Provided further, That no money shall be expended by the United States for the 
eonstruction of said highway on the Maryland side of the Potomac, except as 
part of the Federal-aid highway program: Provided, That in the discretion of 
the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, upon agreement duly 
entered into by the State of Maryland or Virginia or any political subdivision 
thereof to reimburse the United States as hereinafter provided, it may advance 
the full amount of the funds necessary for the acquisition of the lands and the 
construction of said roads in any such unit referred to in this paragraph, such 
agreement providing for reimbursement to the United States to the extent of 
one-half of the cost thereof without interest within not more than eight years 
from the date of any such expenditure. The appropriation of the amount neces- 
sary for such advance, in addition to the contribution by the United States, is 
hereby authorized from any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated: 

(b) For the extension of Rock Creek Park into Maryland as may be agreed 
upon between the National Capital Park and Planning Commission and the 
Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission, for the preserva- 
tion of the flow of water in Rock Creek, for the extension of the Anacostia 
Park system up the valley of the Anacostia River, Indian Creek, the Northwest 
Branch, and Sligo Creek, and of the George Washington Memorial Parkway 
up the valley of Cabin John Creek, as may be agreed upon between the National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission and the Maryland National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission, $1,500,000: Provided, That no appropriation 
authorized in this subsection shall be available for expenditure until a suitable 
agreement is entered into by the National Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion and the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission as to sewage disposal 
and storm water flow: Provided further, That no money shall be contributed 
by the United States for any unit of such extensions until the National Capital 
Park and Planning Commission shall have received definite commitments from 
the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning.Commission for the balance 
of the cost of acquiring such unit of said extensions deemed by said commission 
sufficiently complete, other than lands now belonging to the United States or 
donated to the United States: Provided further, That in the discretion of the 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission upon agreement duly entered 
into with the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission to 
reimburse the United States as hereinafter provided, it may advance the full 
amount of the funds necessary for the acquisition of the lands required for 
such extensions referred to in this paragraph, such advance, exclusive of said 
contribution of $1,500,000 by the United States, not to exceed $3,000,000, the 
appropriation of which amount from funds in the Treasury of the United States 
not otherwise appropriated is hereby authorized, such agreement providing for 
reimbursement to the United States of such advance, exclusive of said Federal 
contribution, without interest within not more than eight years from the date 
of any such expenditure. The title to the lands acquired hereunder shall vest 
in the State of Maryland. The development and administration thereof shall 
be under the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission and 
in accordance with plans approved by the National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission. The United States is not to share in the cost of construction 
of roads in the areas mentioned in this paragraph, except if and as Federal-aid 
highways. 

Sec. 2. Whenever it becomes necessary to acquire by condemnation proceed- 
ings any lands in the States of Virginia or Maryland for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of this Act, such acquisition shall be under and in accordance 
with the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1888 (U. 8. C., p. 1302, sec. 257). 
No payment shall be made for any such lands until the title thereto in the 
United States shall be satisfactory to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Sec. 3. Whenever the use of the Forts Washington, Foote, and Hunt, or either 
of them, is no longer deemed necessary for military purposes they shall be turned 
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over to the Director of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the National Capital, 
without cost, for administration and maintenance as a part of the said George 
Washington Memorial Parkway. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby further authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$16,000,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, out of any money in the 
Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, for the acquiring 
of such lands in the District of Columbia as are necessary and desirable for 
the suitable development of the National Capital park, parkway, and playground 
system, in accordance with the provisions of the said Act of June 6, 1924, as 
amended, except as in this section otherwise provided. Such funds shall be 
appropriated for the fiscal year 1931 and thereafter as required for the expedi- 
tions, economical, and efficient accomplishment of the purposes of this Act and 
shall be reimbursed to the United States from any funds in the Treasury to the 
credit of the District of Columbia as follows, to wit: $1,000,000 on the 30th day 
of June, 1931; and $1,000,000 on the 30th day of June each year thereafter until 
the full amount expended hereunder is reimbursed without interest. The Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commission shall, before purchasing any lands 
hereunder for playground, recreation center, community center, and similar mu- 
nicipal purposes, request from the Commissioners of the District of Columbia a 
report thereon. Said Commission is authorized to accept the donation to the 
United States of any lands deemed desirable for inclusion in said park, parkway, 
and playground system, and the donation of any funds for the acquisition of such 
lands under this Act. 

Sec. 5. The right of Congress to alter or amend this Act is hereby reserved. 

Sec. 6. Section 4 of Public Act 297 of the Seventieth Congress, entitled “An Act 
authorizing the Great Falls Bridge Company, its successors and assigns, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Potomac River at or near Great 
Falls,” approved April 21, 1928, as amended, is hereby amended by adding at the 
end of said section the following: 

“Provided, That after the George Washington Memorial Parkway is established 
and the lands necessary for such parkway at and near Great Falls have been 
acquired by the United States, the United States may at any time acquire and 
take over all right, title, and interest in such bridge, its approaches and approach 
roads, and any interest in real property necessary therefor, by purchase or by 
condemnation, paying therefor not more than the cost of said bridge and its 
approaches and approach roads, as determined by the Secretary of War under 
section 6 of this Act plus 10 per centum.” 

Approved, May 29, 1930. 
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